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TOLCHESTER

Correspondence Recipient Date

Correspondence From: Maryland Port Administration Colonel Frank Finch 1-29-92
Adrian G. Tedl District Engineer

Correspondence From: Congress of the United States House MGEN C. E. Edgar, I11 7-7-92
of Representatives Acting Commander

Helen Delich Bentley

Correspondence From: Association of Maryland Pilots Colonel J. Richard Capka 6-6-94
Captain Michael R. Watson District Engineer

Correspondence From: Association of Maryland Pilots RADM W. Ted Leland 6-7-94
Captain Michael R. Watson Commander

Correspondence From: United States Coast Guard Capt. Michael R. Watson 8-26-94
Rear Admiral W.J. Ecker President

Correspondence From: United States Coast Guard BGEN Paul Y. Chinen 8-26-94
Rear Admiral W. J. Ecker Commander

Correspondence From: Department of the Army To Whom It May Concern 6-3-96
Public Notice B-96-3
John P. O'Hagan, P.E.

Correspondence From: State Highway Administration Steven R. McHenry 6-17-96
Public Notice B-96-3

Douglas H. Simmons

Correspondence From: Maryland Historical Trust Jeffrey A. McKee 6-27-96
Steven R. Bilicki Project Manager

Correspondence From: U.S. EPA Jeffrey A. McKee 6-28-96
John Forren Project Manager

Correspondence From: Maryland Department of Natural Jeffrey A. McKee 7-8-96
Resources Project Manager

Ray C. Ditman

Correspondence From:; U.S. Department of the Interior Col. Randdll R. Inoye 7-9-96
John P. Wolflin District Engineer

Correspondence From: NOAA Col. Randall R. Inoye 7-11-096
Andrew Rosenberg District Engineer

Correspondence From: Maryland Department of the Jeffrey A. McKee 7-23-96
Environment
J.L. Hearn

Correspondence From: Maryland Office of Planning Jeffrey McKee 8-29-96
William G. Carroll Project Manager

Correspondence From: Capt. Herbert Groh Colonel Bruce A. Berwick 8-25-97

District Engineer
Correspondence From: United States Coast Guard MGEN Jerry L. Sinn 7-14-98
Vice Admiral Roger T. Rufe, Jr. Commander
Correspondence From: Department of the Army To Whom It May Concern 2-18-00
Public Notice -OP-001
Chrigtine Correale
Correspondence From: Mr. and Mrs. William Moulden Colonel Berwick 2-18-00
District Engineer

Correspondence From:; Upper Bay Charter Captains Department of the Army 2-21-00
Association Mr. Jeffrey McKee
Captain Skip Slomski
Correspondence From: The Maryland Watermen's Kent County 2-22-00
Association, Inc. Larry Simns President Commissioners
Correspondence From: John M. Williams, Ph.D. Colonel Berwick 3-8-00
Re: Concerns About Proposed Dredging and Placement Actions
Correspondence From: Upper Bay Charter Boast Association, | Dear Sir 3-11-00
Laurence Thomas




Correspondence Recipient Date
Correspondence From: Kent County Watermen's Association | District Engineer
James W. Jacquette, Jr. To Whom It May Concern
Correspondence From: Captain Russ Green District Engineer 3-13-00
To Whom It May Concern

Correspondence From: The Maryland Watermen's District Engineer 3-15-00
Association, Inc., Larry Simns, President Gentlemen
Re: Public Notice OP-00-1
Correspondence From: Traveler 11 Charters District Engineer 3-15-00
Captain Richard Manley Dear Sir
Correspondence From:; Colonel Bruce Berwick 3-17-00
®  TheresaPierno District Engineer

Chesapeake Bay Foundation
=  Susan Brown

Maryland League of Conservation Voters
= Mildred Kriemelmeyer

Maryland Conservation Council
=  Mary Marsh

Sierra Club - Maryland Chapter
= Jan Graham

Haztrak Coalition, Inc.
= WayneA. Bede

Citizens Against Open Bay Dumping
Correspondence From: Maryland Department of Natural Ms. Christina Correale 3-17-00
Resources - Ray C. Dintaman, Jr., Director Attn: Mr. Jeffrey McKee
Environmental Review Unit
Re: Public Notice OP-00-01
Correspondence From: Congress of the United States House Colonel Bruce Berwick 3-20-00
of Representatives, Wayne T. Gilchrest District Engineer
Correspondence From: Maryland Department of Housing and | Mrs. LindaMorrison 3-22-00
Community Development Chief, Regulatory Branch
Dr. Susan B.M. Langley
State Underwater Archaeologist
Re: Review of Permit Application
Re: Public Notice OP-00-01
Correspondence From: The County Commissioners of Kent District Engineer 3-28-00
County Gentlemen
®  Ronald H. Fithian, President
= Larry B. Beck, Member
= W. Michael Newman, Member
Correspondence From: Maryland House of Delegates District Engineer 4-3-00
Mary Roe Walkup Sir
Correspondence From: USEPA Region 11 Mr. Jeffrey A. McKee 4-7-00
Thomas Slenkamp, Acting Director
Correspondence From: Maryland Office of Planning Ms. Christina E. Correale 4-11-00
Linda C. Janey, J.D. Chief, Operations Division
Re: State Application Identifier: MD 20000222-01-01
Correspondence From: Department of the Army To Whom It May Concern 4-13-00
Public Notice OP-00-2
Christina E. Correde
Correspondence From: The County Commissioners of Kent District Engineer 4-18-00

County

®  Ronad H. Fithian, President

= Larry B. Beck, Member

= W. Michael Newman, Member

Gentlemen




Correspondence Recipient Date

Correspondence From: Maryland Saltwater Sport Fishermen's | Jeffrey McKee 4-20-00

Association, Inc.

Richard Novotny, Executive Director

Correspondence From: NSCSA (American) Inc. Colonel Bruce A. Berwick 4-26-00
District Engineer

Correspondence From: Association of Maryland Pilots Colonel Bruce A. Berwick 4-26-00

Capt. Michael R. Watson, President District Engineer

Correspondence From: Evergreen America Corporation Colonel Bruce A. Berwick 4-27-00

George J. Thomas, Junior Vice President District Engineer

Correspondence From: Maryland Charter Boat Association Sir 4-27-00

Laurence Thomas [Also Attn: Jeffrey McKeeg]

Correspondence From: Hapag-Lloyd Colonel Bruce A. Berwick 5-1-00

Marty Urlock

Re: Proposed New Work and Maintenance Dredging:

Brewertown Channel Eastern Extension and Tolchester Channel

S-turn Straightening

Correspondence From: Footner and Company, Inc. Colonel Bruce A. Berwick 5-2-00

Roberto I. Gutierrez, President District Engineer

Correspondence From: Hual North America Colonel Bruce A. Berwick

Harry Hussein, National Sales Manager Automoative District Engineer

Correspondence From: Atlantic Container Line Col. Bruce A. Berwick 5-3-00

Phil Sybert District Engineer

Correspondence From: United States Department of the Colonel Bruce A. Berwick 5-5-00

Interior District Engineer

John P. Woalflin, Supervisor

Chesapeake Bay Field Office

Re: Brewertown Channel Eastern Extension and Tolchester

Channel S-turn Realignment

Correspondence From: The Vane Brothers Company Col. Bruce A. Berwick 5-5-00

Charles F. Hughes, Chairman District Engineer

Correspondence From: COSCO North America Col. Bruce A. Berwick 5-5-00

Gene Johnson District Engineer

Correspondence From: Port of Baltimore Colonel Bruce A. Berwick 5-5-00

James J. White, Executive Director District Engineer

Re: Public Notice OP-00-01

Correspondence From: Mediterranean Shipping Company Colonel Bruce A. Berwick

(USA) Inc. District Engineer

Captain E. Lorenzo Di Casagrande, Vice President

Correspondence From: John M. Williams Col. Bruce A. Berwick
District Engineer

Correspondence From: Chesapeake Bay Foundation Col. Bruce Berwick 5-8-00

Theresa Pierno District Engineer

Correspondence From: Association of Maryland Pilots Colonel CharlesFida 9-26-00

Capt. Randall W. Bourgeois

Correspondence From: Maryland Department of Planning Mark Mendelsohn 10-23-00

Linda Janey

Correspondence From: R. Christopher Goodwin and Jeff McKee 10-25-00

Associates

Christoper Polglase

Correspondence From: Samuel McSorley Mr, Robert Linder 10-25-00
District Engineer

Correspondence From: Captain Herbert Groh Mr, Robert Linder 10-30-00
District Engineer

Correspondence From: Janet Dinsmore Baltimore District 11-7-00

Correspondence From: Franklin T. Clark Baltimore District 11-9-00




Correspondence Recipient Date

Correspondence From: Maryland Department of Natural Col. Berwick 11-20-00

Resources District Engineer

Ray C. Dintaman

Correspondence From: Chesapeake Bay Foundation District Engineer 11-21-00

Theresa Pierno and Jennifer Aiosa

Correspondence From: John M. Williams Mark Mendelsohn 11-21-00

Correspondence From: John M. Williams Col. Fida 11-21-00
District Engineer

Correspondence From: State Historic Preservation Officer LindaMorrison 11-27-00

J. Rodney Little Chief, Regulatory Branch

Correspondence From: U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Col. Fida 11-28-00

John P. Wolflin District Engineer

Correspondence From: U.S. EPA Col. Fida 12-7-00

Stanley Laskowski District Engineer

Correspondence From: Maryland Environmental Service Mark Mendelsohn 12-13-00

Cecelia Donovan

Correspondence From: NOAA Col. Fiaa 12-20-00

Patricia Kurkul

Correspondence From: State Underwater Archael ogist
Dr. Susan B.M. Langley

Mr. Jeffrey McKee

4-5-01




Maryland Port Administration

The World Trade Center

William Donald Schaefer
Governor

Baltimore, Maryland 21202-3041

Colonel Frank Finch
District Engineer
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers

Maryland Port Commission
O. James Lighthizer
Chairman

January 29, 1992

J. Owen Cole
Thomas T. Koch
Milton H. Miller, Sr.
John M. Waltersdorf

Baltimore District Fred L. Wineland
P. 0. Box 1715 Adrian G. Tee
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715 Erecutioe Director

Dear Col. Finch:

In recent months, the Maryland Port Administration (MPA) has

developed an Action Plan for improving the channel systems

serving the Port of Baltimore.

This plan focuses on improvements

identified by the Association of Maryland Pilots (AMP) and a
survey of shipping lines as important to maintaining acceptable
levels of safety and navigability in Baltimore channels, now and
in the future.

I am providing you with a copy of this plan, which we

believe can be accomplished over the next 2-3 years without a
major study or change in congressional authorization.
Implementation of this plan, however, will require close
coordination and cooperation between the MPA, the Baltimore and
Philadelphia Districts of the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, the

AMP,

and the U. S.

Coast Guard (USCG).

We are presently conducting a series of meetings with

representatives of each agency to introduce the plan, and to

discuss ways and means of implementation.

As you know, our

meeting with you has been scheduled for 9:00 AM on Tuesday,

February 11,

1992 in vour office.

I am writing you before that meeting to advise you that we

are also scheduled to present the Action Plan during the public
session of the Port Commission’s meeting on Tuesday, February 4,

1992.
to the Commission’s meeting,

As we were unable to schedule our meeting with you prior
I felt it was important to present

you and your staff with a copy of the plan, so that you will have
some familiarity with this effort in the event it receives some
attention from the news media.

333-4500
My telephone number is 301-

Teletvnmewriter for hearine or speech impaired: 1-800-492-5062 Fax: 1-301-333-1126 Telex: 710-234-1075



Colonel Finch
January 29, 1992
Page Two

I look forward to our meeting on February 11th, and to
working with you on this very important plan. If you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,
Adrian G. Teel
Executive Director

AGT/kY3]
Enclosure

cc: Richard Mayer
Frank Hamons

executiv:finch.agt



Philadsiphla District

IMIARYLAND FURLT AUIVIINIS TRATIUNN
CHANNEL AND NAVIGATION ACTION PLAN
TABLE I- CCTOBER 1991
{IN PRIORITY ORDER BY AGENCY)

nev, 1< s

—

Baltimore District 5th District ELECTRONIC NAVIGATION
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers U.S. Army Corps of Engineers U.S. Coast Guard Varlous Companies
C&D Cansl. C&D C&D Canal. Approach and C&D Canal System
Appraach Channel Improvements | Connacting Channal Improvemants Connecting Channels improvements *(E-1) Differential GPS,
Traffic Management Tolchester Channol *#(C-1) Additional buoys for I;;:r:m?p‘()f:‘:'g'r‘ocbl;lzr:“ ol
{P-1) Cansl Clearance time {B-1) "S" Tum to be m‘.“;' n;:::num distance transiting system).
Incressed to 3 hrs. improved.

Anproach Channel

{P-2) Establish emergency
tumn around & anchorage at
Arnold Point.

(P-3) Improve Howell Pt.
Anchorage.

(P-4) Consider interim
“traffic light” shift to
Howell Point.

Baady Point Entranca

(Consult with Delaware
Pllots)

{P-5) Swing-outs for turning
vessels entering at Reedy
Point.

(P-6) Improve anchorage area.

Channal Syatam Angles & Tumns

(P-7) Buoy 25 below Pooles

Isiland {may be done by BCOE)

{P-8) Courthouss Point

{P-9) Town Point

{P-10) Grove Point

{P-11) Worton Polint

{P-12) Sandy Point {in canal)

{B-2) Despen to 35'+2'+2'.
Swan Point Channel
(B-3) Despzn to 35'+2'+2'.

Brewerton Extension Channel
{B-4) Widen to 600 ft.

(C-2) Add Courthouse Pt.
buoy.

#{C-3) Improve existing
ranges (program now
underway but needs
funding).

(C-4) Add new ranges:

a. Shad Battery {Approach Ch.)
b. Mitchell Bluff {Connecting Ch.)
c. Tolchester {Connecting)
d. Reedy Point Entrance {In Canal)
e. Little Welch Pt. Range

{in canal)

(C-5) Two (2) Turning lights to be
adjusted, Tolchester; a and b.

*(C-8) Follage maintenance
(for ranges on shors).

*(C-7) Racon buoys {where

appropriate).
Elfty-Foot Channel Improvements Eifty-Foot Channel Improvements Fifty—Foot Channel Improvements
Cane Henrv Channel (CF-1) Additional buoys to *(EF-1) Same as for C&D Canal

{BF-1)deepen to 50°+2'+2 or
better to accommodate

ocean swells and wave
conditions. *

— e

mark shoals near naturally
deep Bay channels;

a. Wolf Trap

b. Point No Point

c. Sharps Island

System (#E-1 above).

*Systemwide Improvements
not shown on bay charts
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END DISTRICY, MARYLAND ART

TRADE AND TOURISM

COMMITVEE ON MARITIME

TH BUOGET Congress of the Wnited Htates HUMAK NOTS

COMMITTEE ON : ENERGY TASK FORCE
PUBLIC WORKS a0 THouse of Repregentatibes

COMMITTEE ON ashington, B 20515-2002 -

MERCHANT MARINE
AND FISHERIES

SLECT COMMITTEE ON AGING - July 7, 1992

Major General C.E. Edgar, III
Acting Commander

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
20 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20314

Dear General Edgar:

My staff has advised me of the continued discussions between the
Maryland Port Administration (MPA) and the Army Crops of Engineers
regarding MPA’s harbor maintenance action plan. I appreciate the Corps’
willingness to work with MPA on this important issue.

MPA is in the final stage of producing its short-term action plan.
The projects listed on the attached page have been identified by the
action plan as projects significant to the port for increasing safety
and maintaining the economic viability of the port.

It is my understanding these projects can be done through routine
operations and maintenance by the Corps, and do not have to have
Congressional authorization. I would appreciate your office looking
into these projects to determine when they can be completed through the

Corps’ routine maintenance operations.

As always, I appreciate your assistance with the MPA. If you have
any guestions or need further information, please feel free to contact
me.

Sificerely,

Helen Delich Bentley
Menmber of Congress

HDB:wal
Enclosure

LEASE REPLY TO:

WABHINGTON OFFICE: DISTRICT OFSICC:
1610 LONGWORTM BUILDING 200 Gast Jorra ROAD OISTRICY OFFICE: DISTRICT OFFICE.
Wasnmncyon, OC 20818-2002 Towson, MD 21204 7488 German HiLL ROaD 6 NORTN MAIN STRE(T
TeLEwOnE (202) 225-32061 TELEPHONE. (410) 3J7-7222 DunDaLK, MD 21222 BEL A, MD 31014
FAX: (202) 225-4261 D FAX: {610) 337-0021 D TELEPHONE (€ 10) 285-2747 D Teierwong (410) 879-2517

BUY U.S.Al SAVE AMERICAN JOBSI



Marvlaand Port Administ: .ion
Channel and Navigation Action Plan

PHILADELPHIA DISTRICT ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS:

1

Arnold Point Emergency Turn Around & Anchorage, C&D canal.
Increasing length from current 550 feet to 1,000 feet.

Howell Point Anchorage Improvement, C&D Canal.
Howell Point Traffic Light.
Increasing C&D Canal clearance time to three hours.

Construction of swing-outs for turning vessels entering the
c&D Canal at Ready Point.

Ready Point Anchorage Improvement.

Improvement of Buoy 25, Courthouse Point Turn, Town Point
Turn, Grove Point Angle, and Worton Point Turn, for ships
up to 1,000 feet in .length.

Sandy Point Turn and Shoreline Stabilization, C&D Canal.

BALTIMORE DISTRICT ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS:

1

Improvements at Tolchester Channel, including improved "S"
turn and maintenance of 35’+2"+2’.

Maintaining Swan Point at authorized depth of 35 feet.

Study costs associated with widening the Brewerton Extension
Channel to its authorized 600 feet width from its current 450
feet width.

Dredging of additional 2 :feet overdepth .in.the Cape Henry
approach, as authorized when the channel was -established
at 50 feet.



ASSOCIATION OF MARYLAND PILOTS

3720 DILLON STREET [ BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21224-5239 O (410) 276-1337 [ FAX: (410) 276-1364
PRESIDENT’S FAX: (410) 276-4197 [ CABLE: MARPILOT BALTIMORE O TELEX: 87-574

June 6, 1994

Colonel J. Richard Capka
District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District

Post Office Box 1715
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Dear Colonel Capka,

We are writing to request formally that action be taken on several issues of vital
concern to our membership, to users of the port of Baltimore and to other port interests
regarding dredging and navigation safety in the approach channels to the port of
Baltimore. As you know, the Association of Maryland Pilots has been very active in
working with the Corps of Engineers, the Coast Guard, NOAA, the Maryland Port
Administration and private shipping interests to find ways to improve the northern
approach channels to the port from the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal. In order to
provide adequate channel dimensions and water depths for large deep-draft vessels, we are
participating in long-term federal studies of the channel system and anchorages, but have
also developed an action plan with the Maryland Port Administration to address more
urgent and immediate needs in maintaining and improving navigation safety.

We are, therefore, requesting immediate action and your support on the following
items: (1) Tolchester Channel straightening, (2) Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension
widening and (3) Poplar Island Beneficial Use Project for the placement of dredged
material. These projects are of high priority and address the navigational needs of vessels
calling at the port, as well as the long term need for dredging.

RPN

L I Y R N




Colonel J. Richard Capka
June 6,1994
Page Two

TOLCHESTER CHANNEL

Initially Tolchester Channel was designed to utilize natural deep water in order to
minimize dredging costs and allow for increases in vessel loads. This resulted in the
creation of an “S” turn at the northern end of the channel. As vessel size has increased,
the “S” turn has become more difficult and groundings have resulted. Subsequent
modifications and additional buoys have addressed the problem, but only in part. Pilots
continue to report close calls and near misses, especially during periods of reduced
visibility and during winter ice. A straightened channel will have many advantages, which
we have discussed with the Maryland Port Administration, the Coast Guard and with your
staff, but which in the interest of brevity we will not reiterate here. If you have need for
more detailed information we will be happy to provide it.

BREWERTON CHANNEL EASTERN EXTENSION

Widening this channel to 600 feet was authorized under the Baltimore Fifty Foot
Channel Project and should be reactivated. This channel section is only 450 feet in width,
a width that lies well below Corps of Engincers criteria for channel design, especially since
the area is exposed to high winds and cross currents. We consider this another extremely
important safety issue and a high priority issue.

POPLAR ISLAND BENEFICIAL USE PROJECT

In view of the long term needs to maintain and improve the channel systems
serving the port of Baltimore, beneficial use projects such as proposed for Poplar Island
will demonstrate to both environmental and commercial interests the advantages in
developing acceptable programs for an activity generally viewed as problematic. Support
and funding by the Corps for the project is most important.

The northern approach channels from the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal to
Baltimore form part of an important waterway serving the port. The channel system is
used by some of the world’s largest containerships and autocarriers and many other
vessels. As ships have grown in size the need to make minor modifications in the channel
system became apparent, and with the cooperation and guidance of the Corps of
Engineers some of those modifications have been achieved. But other problem areas
remain, and we request your support and guidance in making these further modifications.
We have also met with memburs ol the Maryiand Congressionai delegation to enlist their



Colonel J. Richard Capka -
June 6, 1994
Page Three

efforts in providing funding and authorization for these projects. We will be happy to
meet with you and your staff to discuss these issues, and if you need any further
information we will provide it if possible.

Yours truly,

Captain Michael R. Watson
President



ASSOCIATION OF MARYLAND PILOTS

3720 DILLON STREET (0 BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21224-5239 (] (410) 276-1337 (O FAX: (410) 276-1364
PRESIDENT'S FAX: (410) 276-4197 [0 CABLE: MARPILOT BALTIMORE [ TELEX: 87-574

June 7, 1994

RADM W. Ted Leland

Commander, Fifth Coast Guard District
United States Coast Guard

Federal Building

431 Crawford Street

Portsmouth, VA 23704-5004

Dear Admiral Leland,

I am writing to request your support in our efforts to improve navigation safety in
the Chesapeake Bay, specifically in an area at the north end of the Tolchester Channel. As
you can see on the enclosed chart section, the northern end of the channel presents what
we refer to as an “S” turn requiring vessels to maneuver through five course changes in
about three miles. The “S” turn is a consequence of using the natural deep water in the
area to reduce dredging costs when the approach channels to the Chesapeake and
Delaware Canal were deepened to 35 feet in 1975. Since that time, with increases in
vessel size, minor modifications were made to reduce the severity of the turns and provide
greater maneuvering areas. Nonetheless, two groundings occurred about three years ago,
and while additional buoys helped alleviate the problems somewhat, our pilots continue to
report near misses and difficulties in maneuvering, especially in reduced visibility and
during winter ice conditions.

We therefore have proposed that Tolchester Channel be redesigned as a straight

- channel as shown on the chart section enclosed. The U.S. army Corps of Engineers has
responded to that proposal and views it as new work, which will require a study and
lengthy analysis of economic benefits vis a vis cost, et cetera. Although a study of the
C&D Canal and approach channel system has been underway for several years and this
proposal included in the study, the likelihood of bringing this project to fruition under this
process is remote. The average time from conception to completion of new work in the
United States is historically 21.6 years. The C&D Canal Study was authorized 13_}988
and we are still in the feasibility phase of the process -ng;,; apout two more years go go.
Clearly, this will not address what we sée. aé an ﬁrge ( :

wCa. |
T R, -
4




RADM W. Ted Leland
June 7, 1994
Page Two

As an alternative we are requesting the Maryland Congressional Delegation to
seek Congressional authorization and funding for the project in order to fast-track the
process. We believe Coast Guard’s support of this proposed modification will be
important to its success. The following points may convince you that our proposal is a
sound one.

0 Channels are normally designed as straight sections connected by angles. This
minimizes turning and allows vessels to track along a straight line.

0 Present configuration requires vessels to alter course approximately five times in a
three mile section. In maneuvering large vessels this is not desirable

) Anticipated increases in draft will increase the degree of difficulty in maneuvering
through this area.

0 In reduced visibility or dense fog vessels engaged in almost continuous turning
have difticulty in orienting themselves relative to the buoy positions.

0 In reduced visibility when radar is used, due to the proximity of Tolchester Marina
small boats in the area can be confused with the buoys.

0 A conventionally designed channel will permit gated pairs of buoys and a standard
turn angle of the north end with a course change of only 15 degrees. In terms of
safe maneuvering this is much more desirable than the present configuration with
multiple course changes.

0 A straight channel will allow Coast Guard to establish range lights for the entire
channel length. Range lights or leading lights are an invaluable aid to navigation,
especially when heavy winter ice covers the buoys. Under the present
configuration ranges cannot be established for the upper three miles of the channel.

0 Winter ice packs quite heavily in the area close to the shoreline. Present
configuration requires that vessels pass through the heaviest ice with channel
markers often submerged and out of sight. Ice radically degradates the turning
ability of vessels .



RADM W. Ted Leland
June 7, 1994
Page Three

0 We anticipate using the new Differential Global Positioning System (DGPS) in the
very near future to aid pilots in maneuvering through the Chesapeake Bay channel
systems. DGPS can provide cross-track error and distance to course changes or
way points. But in an area such as this, where course changes are frequent,
reliability of the system will be diminished.

Despite the estimated cost of $12 million, we believe our proposal to be important
for navigation safety and our request to be a reasonable one. We respectfully request your
support in convincing Congress and the Corps of Engineer to move quickly to improve
this channel section. We thank you in advance for any assistance you may offer.

Yours truly,

A 7 W)

Captain Michael R. Watson
President
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Commander 7 431 Crawfer t

Fifih Coast Guard District Fonsmomh.‘\’lit;.s%m-som
Stafl Symbol: (oan) )
Phone: (804) 398-6230

U.S. Department
of Transportation

United States
Coast Guard

16500

KG 2 6%
Captain Michael R. Watson, President
Association of Maryland Pilots
3720 Dillon Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21224-5239

Dear Captain Watson:

I am responding to your letter of June 7, 1994, to Rear Admiral
W. Ted Leland requesting the Fifth Coast Guard District support
the expeditious lengthening of Tolchester Channel.

In principle, I agree that a straight channel is inherently gafer
than a channel with multiple turns. We will assist you by
providing the best aids to navigation that efficient operxations
allow in the area of the Tolchester "S" turn. This past winter
has reminded us that floating aids to navigation do suffer at the
whims of Mother Nature and that buoys submerged by a moving ice
pack are unusable aids to navigation.

1 support your efforts to have the Tolchester Channel
straightened and will work with Brigadier General Chinen,
Commander, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers North Atlantic Division,
to achieve a better channel.

To gain f£irst hand knowledge of the operating constraints of the
Tolchester Channel, I hope you can arrange a transit through the
area for me aboard a Panamax-sized vessel. Captain Jon Vaughn,
Chief of my Aids to Navigation and Waterways Management Branch,
(804) 398-6223, can work with you on making arrangements for the
transit.

Thank you for sharing your concerns for safe navigation with me.
The Association of Maryland Pilots has a long hiscory of working
with the Fifth Coast Guard District to ensure safe transits of
Chesapeake Bay. I look forward to continuing tnis endeavor and
to sailing with you.

Sincerely,

W. J. ECKER
Rear Admiral, U.S, Coast Guard
Commander, Fifth Coast Guard Digtrict
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Commander 431 Crawford Street

Fifth Coast Guard District Portsmouth, VA 23704-5004
Staff Symbol: (oan)
Phone: (804)398-6230

U.S. Department
of Transportation

United States
Coast Guard

16500

26 AUG 1394
BGEN Paul Y. Chinen EEGEEEEE??EE
Commander North Atlantic Division c
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers -
90 Church St I®)
New York, NY 10p07-2979

ro 01 1994

------ Yenscmnvasvonncnan

Dear Genera nen:

In a letter dated June 7, 1994, Captain Michael Watson, President
of the Asscciation of Maryland Pilots, reguested my support for
the straightening of an "S" turn in Tolchester Channel -- an
approach channel to the C&D Canal located in Maryland waters. I
have enclosed a copy of his letter and my response to him.

I note the Corps' efforts to deepen the approaches to the C&D
Canal and appreciate the decisions involved with placing the
resources of the United States in the best location considering
the budgetary environment under which we operate. Besides the
commercial benefits to accrue to the port of Baltimore, we are
entrusted to provide a safe and environmentally responsible
transportation system. The "S" turn in Tolchester Channel
presents one of the most difficult navigational challenges to a
large ship within the Fifth Coast Guard District. As you are
aware from this past winter, floating aids to navigation are
sometimes lost from view as they submerge in ice packed waters.
With the "S" turn removed, and a range installed to mark the
centerline, we will jointly assure waterway users that the
waterways of our respective regions provide the best year-round
service available to promote United States' competitiveness.

To this end, I support your efforts to gain authority for
improving the Tolchester Channel. If I may be of additional
assistance please let me know.

Sincerely,
W. J. ECKER

Rear Admiral, U.S. Coast Guard
Commander, Fifth Coast Guard District

Encl: June 7, 1994 ltr from Association of Maryland Pilots
August 26, 1994 1ltr to Association of Maryland Pilots

Copy: Captain Michael Watson,
President, Association of Md Pilots
Captain Greg Cope, CG MSO Baltimore
LCol Randall R. Inouye, CDRUSAED Baltimore
LCol Richard F. Sliwoski, CDRUSAED Philadelphia



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
BALTIMORE DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0. BOX 1715
BALTIMORE, MD 21203-1715

REPLY TO June 3, 1996
ATTENTION OF ’

Operations Division

SUBJECT: Proposed New Work Dredging Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Maryland -
42-Foot Project - Tolchester Channel Realignment

PUBLIC NOTICE - B-96-3

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

pursuant to Sections 313 and 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1977 (33 UsC
1323 and 1344), NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT PENDING HEADQUARTERS, U.S. ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS APPROVAL AND THE AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS, the Baltimore
District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, proposes to perform new work dredging
of the Baltimore Harbor & Channels 42-Foot Federal navigation project.

The plans and location of the proposed work are shown con the enclosed
map. The work consists of performing new work dredging to straighten and
realign the northern portion of the Tolchester Channel to ilmprove navigation
safety. The realigned channel will be dredged to the authorized project
dimensions of 35 feet deep and 600 feet wide. The dredging will 1include two
feet of advanced maintenance dredging and two feet of allowable overdepth
dredging.

Approximately 3,000,000 cubic yards of material consisting primarily of
mud, silt, sand, shell and mixtures thereof would be dredged by clamshell and
scow, hydraulic pipeline, and/or hopper dredge. The State of Maryland will
provide the 1,140-acre Hart-Miller Island dredged material containment
facility located in the upper Chesapeake Bay near the mouth of Back River 1in
Baltimore County for the deposition of material from the proposed dredging.
In order to maximize drying and consolidation of the material at Hart-Miller
Island, dredging will be scheduled to take place between October and March.

The sediment to be dredged has been tested in accordance with criteria
promulgated by the Environmental Protection Agency as published 1in Title 40 of
the Code of Federal Regulations, Section 230, to insure the suitability of the
sediment for depositions in the dart-Miller Island Containment facility.
Dredged material previously removed from the Tolchester Channel has been
considered satisfactory for deposition at Hart-Miller Island by the Regicnal
Adminlstrator, Environmental Protection Agency. The State of Maryland nas
indicated that the placement area and the placement operations will be
monitored before, during, and after the proposed work.

The proposed methods of dredging and placement of material are addressed
in and consistent with the Final Environmental Impact Statement and
accompanying Supplemental Information - Operation & Maintenance of Baltimore
Harbor & Associated Channels, Maryland & Virginia filed with the Council on
Environmental Quality on January 10, 1975 and January 9, 1976, respectively;
the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Hart-Miller Island Diked
Disposal Area, filed with the Environmental Protection Agency in 1974; and the
Final Environmental Impact Statement - Proposed Plan for Completing the
Navigation Improvements, Authorized by the 1958 River and Harbor Act for the
Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Maryland and Virginia, filed with the
Environmental Protection Agency on November 21, 1979. Additional data 1s
being collected to prepare the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
documentation addressing the environmental 1lssues of the proposed dredging and

placement operations.
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may be affected and the manner in which the interest may be affected by this
activity.

Written comments regarding the proposed work and related factors
described above must be received by the District Engineer, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Baltamore District, P.O. Box 1715, Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715
within the comment period specified above to receive consideration. Please
contact Mr. Jeffrey McKee at (410) 962-5657 1f there are any questions

regarding the proposed work.

A Water Quality Certification will be required from the Department of
the Environment for this project. This certification 1s required under
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. Any wrltten comments or questions
regarding water quality considerations involved with this project should be
directed to the Division of Standards and Certifications, Department of the
Environment, 2500 Broening Highway, Balt:more, Maryland 21224, telephone

(410) 631-3603.

Please communicate the foregoing information concerning the proposed
work to any persons known by you to be interested, and who not being known to

this office, do not receive a copy of this notice.

N
//\/\

FJohn P./ O n, .E.

hief,/Operationg Division

Enclosure [ﬁ
Map of Dredging Area and
Dredged Material Placement Area
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
BALTIMORE DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0. BOX 1715
BALTIMORE, MD 21203-1715

/-4 June 3, 1996
/ REPLY TO

L ATTENTION OF :

Operations Division

Dr. Sarah Taylor-Rogers

Assistant Secretary for Resource Management
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Dr. Taylor-Rogers:

I am writing regarding the proposed straightening of the
Tolchester Channel of the Baltimore Harbor & Channels 42-Foot
Federal navigation project.

The River and Harbor Act of July 3, 1958, authorized a
connecting channel 35 feet deep and 600 feet wide between the
main approach channels to Baltimore Harbor and the approach
channels to the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal. The Tolchester
Channel was constructed to 35 feet deep and 450 feet wide in
FY 68. The channel was aligned to take advantage of the
naturally deep water in the Chesapeake Bay along the eastern
shore and, therefore, changes course several times (called the
“S-Turn”) just south of the Tolchester Marina near the northern
end of the channel. The channel was widened to its authorized
width of 600 feet in 1981 and the turns were widened several
times to provide additional navigation safety. The Maryland Port
Administration and the Association of Maryland Pilots request
that the S-Turn be straightened since the combination of three to
five course changes within a three-nautical mile section of
channel; the naturally deep water occurring within a distance of
1000 feet of the shoreline; and the periodic adverse weather
conditions such as high winds, fog, ice, and thunderstorms make
navigation of the S-Turn difficult.

The proposed dredging would provide a new straight channel
35 feet deep and 600 feet wide to improve navigation safety. The
dredging requires the removal of approximately 3,000,000 cubic
yards of material and includes 2 feet of advanced maintenance
dredging and 2 feet of allowable overdepth dredging. The State
of Maryland designated the Hart-Miller Island containment
facility for the deposition of the dredged material. A map of
the proposed dredging and placement areas is enclosed.



The sediments were analyzed to determine the chemical
concentrations in accordance with the “Evaluation of Dredged
Material Proposed for Discharge in Waters of the U.S. - Testing
Manual” (draft), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the
Department of the Army, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, June 1994.
The test results are included in the Draft Data Report - FY 1995
Sediment Sampling and Chemical Analysis for Baltimore Harbor and
Chesapeake Bay, Maryland, February 1996 which was enclosed in my
March 25, 1996 letter.

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, we request that you submit baseline environmental
information within your area of expertise in order to prepare the
necessary environmental documentation for the proposed dredging.
This work is being coordinated with the National Marine Fisheries
Service, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Maryland Department of the Environment and the
Maryland Historical Trust. Please provide your comments on the
proposed dredging before July 5, 1996.

Please call me at (410) 962-5657 if you have any questions
regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey A. McKee
Project Manager
Operations Division

Enclosure
Copy Furnished:

Mr. Ray Dintaman, Jr.

Director, Environmental Review, B-3
Resource Management Services

Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building

Annapolis, Maryland 21401



Dr. Peter Dunbar

Power Plant & Environmental Review Division
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building

580 Taylor Avenue

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Mr. Frank Hamons

Manager, Harbor Development
Maryland Port Administration
The Maritime Center II

2310 Broening Highway
Baltimore, Maryland 21224-6621

Mr. James Peck

Director

Maryland Environmental Service
2011 Commerce Park Diver
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Ms. Marni Dolinar

Project Manager

Hart-Miller Island

Maryland Environmental Service
2011 Commerce Park Drive
Annapolis, Meryland 21401
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Identical letter sent to:

Mr. John Wolflin

Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
1825 B. Virginia Street
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

CF:

Mr. Howard Larsen

Regional Director

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

300 Westgate Center Drive

Halley, Massachusetts 01035-9589

Mr. Richard B. Roe

Regional Director

Department of Commerce

NOAA

National Marine Fisheries Service

1 Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, Massachusetts 01930-2298

Cr:

Mr. Timothy Goodger

Assistant Regional Director
National Marine Fisheries Service
Oxford Biological Laboratory
Oxford, Maryland 21654

Mr. Richard Pepino

Chief, Environmental Assessment Branch
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region III

841 Chestnut Street

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107

Cr:

Mr. W. Michael McCabe

Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region III

841 Chestnut Street

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107



Mr. J. L. Hearn

Director

Water Management Administration
Maryland Department of the Environment
Building 30, First Floor

2500 Broening Highway

Baltimore, Maryland 21224

Cr:

Mr. Ken Pensyl

Water Management Administration
Maryland Department of the Environment
2500 Broening Highway

Baltimore, Maryland 21224

Mr. Gary Setzer

Wetlands & Waterways Program

Maryland Department of the Environment
Tawes State Office Building

580 Taylor Avenue

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Mr. Michael Haire

Director

Technical and Regulatory Services Administration
Maryland Department of the Environment

2500 Broening Highway

Baltimore, Maryland 21224

Mr. J. Rodney Little

State Historic Preservation Officer
100 Community Place

Crownsville, Maryland 21032

Mr. Emery T. Cleaves
Director

Maryland Geological Survey
2300 St. Paul Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21218

CF:

Mr. Jeffrey P. Halka
Maryland Geological Survey
2300 St. Paul Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21218



STATE HIGHWAY ACMINISTRATICN | -
PROJECT NOTIFICATION Fattie Aishce

G/17/4 B-96-3

DATE:

PROJECT NAME/NUMBER@XM]M.M%&M&LMA@

— STATE CLEARINGHOUSE __ WETLAND PUBLIC NOTICES _V'CORPS OF ENGINEERS

APPLICANT: ___ULS W"ﬁ vy 4 @aa&ycw

COUNTY: (32 Frrore CM‘Q&
DESCR/PT/ON:_M%_LM@%&M%QLM&M/
g 1Bl meret. Hovr o e o

TO:

- Mr Louis H. Ege, Jr., Deputy Director,
) Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering, Project Planning Division
Vv Mr. Steven R. McHenry, Assistant Division Chief,

Baltimore Region - Regional and Interrnodal Planning Division

District Engineer(s) - State Highway Administration
District 4, Mr. David Malkowski (Baltimore, Harford)
District 7, Mr. Robert L. Fisher (Carroll)

FROM:

Mr. Douglas H. Simmons
Chief, Regional and Intermodal Planning Division

SHA has received the attached request(s) for review and comments. Please provide an official response
from your office and/or division.

In order to meet the deadline for response, your comments should be

returned to my office no later than__( Ty 4ac ¢ . RO (Q?Q.

Please advise Ms. Frances M. Ward by phone of any delays. Ms. Ward can be reached
at (410) 545-5677.

REVIEWED RESPONSE (Please check number below)

LT " Consistent with our plans, programs or objectives.

2. Consistent with our plans, programs or objectives, but comments are indicated below.
3. Additional information is required as indicated below.

4. Not consistent with our plans, programs or objectives as indicated below.

Comments:

A ( 4 ’ J -
Signature: ____ > [+
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" Parris N Glendenim,

Cronverie

Patricia J. Pavn
Secretarn. DHCI

June 27. 1996

Archaeology Office

Jeffrey A. McKee. Project Manager
Operations Division

Baltimore District. Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore., Maryland 21203-1715

Mr. McKee:

This office has reviewed the following Corps permit. The project listed below has been
found to represent an insufficient threat to submerged cultural resources to necessitate an
archaeological investigation. Our office, therefore, has no objections to the issuance of the

following permit:
Straightening of the Tolchester Channel

We would request, however, that if archaeological material (i.e. ceramics, glass, metal,
projectile points, pot sherds. and/or wood such as beams, frames, keels. planks, etc.) be
uncovered in the course of these undertakings that this office be notified and our staff given an
opportunity to visit the site to evaluate the material.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance. If you have any questions or require
further information, please contact Dr. Susan Langley at (410) 514-7662 or Mr. Bruce F.
Thompson at (410) 514-7663.

Sincerely.

Stephen R. Bilicki
Underwater Archeologist

SRB

9602309

cc: Mr. Joseph McNamara
Ms. Judith Kremen
Mr. John W. McGrain

Division of Historieal and Calvnral Procrams
LO0 Communiiy Place @ Crosisaall Mo band 210 @ diuy S Tonld
Jhe Mo e Deparmmcr: ot Howsm e antd C ot Dy lopimens dDECTY picdees Lo el %( \ )
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

S Ty, REGION il
4 ) % 841 Chestnut Building
% . Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-4431
o mﬁcj

CJUN 2 50

Mr. Jeffrey A. McKee

Project Manager

Operations Division

Baltimore District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

RE: The Baltimore Harbor & Channels 42-Foot Federal Navigation Project in the Tolchester
and Brewerton Channels

Dear Mr. McKee:

EPA has reviewed your letters of May 31, 1996 and June 3, 1996, both requesting
scoping comments for preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA) to address the
potential environmental effects from the proposed dredging in each of the projects referenced
above. The proposed dredging of the Tolchester Channel would provide a new straight
channel 35 feet deep and 600 feet wide, and it would require the removal of approximately
3,000,000 cubic yards of material. The proposed widening of a 5 mile segment of the
Brewerton Channel would require the removal of approximately 2,500,000 cubic yards of
material. The Hart-Miller Island containment facility has been designated for the deposition
of the dredged material.

The purpose of the EA document is to provide a full and fair discussion of significant
environmental impacts and to inform the public of the reasonable alternatives which would
avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment. The
document is a decision making tool for the determination of a preferred alternative and
whether to proceed with the proposed project. The document should include:

Purpose and Need For Project
Describe the underlying need for the project in detail, including economic, technical,

and other reasons for proposing this project.

Alternatives
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) Implementation regulations (40 CFR 1502.14 (b)) states that agencies shall devote

Celebrating 25 Years of Environmental Progress



substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail so that reviewers may evaluate
their comparative merits. In the discussion of alternatives, explore and objectively analyze all
reasonable alternatives meeting the need for the project. Include an explanation why any
reasonable alternative was eliminated from detailed study. Present the alternatives in a form
that allows easy comparison. Also, when evaluating each alternative, we recommend that the
alternative site with the least environmental impacts be considered for implementation.

Environmental Impacts
In the EA, thoroughly describe all environments impacted by the proposed activity,

including the project area and other areas that might be affected either directly or indirectly.
Special attention should be paid to natural habitats such as forest and wetlands, parklands,
recreational lands, and waterways. Discuss the socio-economic and cultural status of the area.

Threatened and Endangered Species
In the EA, identify any Federally or State listed threatened or endangered species

inhabiting the study area. The potential impacts to these species should be thoroughly
described in the Environmental Consequences section. If an endangered species will be
impacted by the project, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service should be consulted.

Secondary and Cumulative Impacts
EPA suggests that secondary and cumulative impacts be addressed in the document.

This section should cover anticipated growth as the result of the proposed action. The CEQ
regulations require the evaluation of the indirect impacts of the proposed project and the
significance of those impacts. Indirect impacts are defined by 40 CFR 1508.8 (b) as “those
effects which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance but
are still reasonably foreseeable.” Indirect effects may include growth inducing effects related
to changes in the patterns of land use, population density or growth rate, and related effects
on air, water, increased traffic, or expanded utilities.

Dredging Impacts/Disposal Alternatives

EPA is concemed with the amount of material proposed to be placed in the Hart-
Miller Island containment facility. As you know, Hart-Miller is very near to capacity and
EPA believes that the remaining space should be reserved for contaminated dredged material
that cannot be deposited elsewhere. EPA concurs with the need to place the material dredged
from Brewerton Channel in Hart-Miller Island, as historically these areas have sediments with
various contaminants that would make the material unsuitable for beneficial use purposes or
overboard disposal. However, Tolchester Channel is far enough removed from known
sources of contamination and with the appropriate verification, the material dredged from this
area could be used for beneficial use purposes or deposited elsewhere. With the cost sharing
provisions of the Water Resources Development Act (WDRA) of 1986 for beach nourishment

Celebrating 25 Years of Environmental Progress



[§933] and environmental restoration [§904] and under §904 of WDRA .1992 for beneficial
uses, it is even economically advantageous as well as environmentally suitable.

EPA encourages the COE to investigate the beneficial use potential for the material
dredged from the Tolchester Channel. One possibility is the use of a portion of the material
for the Poplar Island beneficial use project. EPA had the opportunity to comment on the
Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for Poplar Island Test Containment Dike Construction
and saw that some of the material used for the test would be placed in a geotextile tube.
While some of the material from the Tolchester Channel may be incompatible for sand dikes
or beach nourishment purposes, the material could be used for filling the geotextile tube.
Other possibilities include salt pond restoration and salt pond rehabilitation or other types of
habitat creation. If the material is found to be unsuitable for these types of uses, EPA
recommends that the material from Tolchester Channel be placed at the overboard disposal

site at Poole’s Island.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the early NEPA scoping phase of this
project. If you have any questions please call me at (215) 566-2721 or have your staff
contact Brigette Farren at (215) 566-2767.

Sincerely.
s A2
Johﬁ— orren

NEPA Program Manager

Celebrating 25 Years of Environmental Progress



Parris N. Glendening John R. Griffin
Governor Sm*r’elun

Maryland Department of Natural Resources Carolyn D. Davis

Environmental Review Depury Secretan
Tawes State Office Building
Annapolis. Maryland 21401

July N 1996

Mr. Jettrev A, MceKee
Project Manager. Operations D1y 1s10n
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Baltimore District
P.O. Box 1713
Baltimore. Marvland 21203-1715

RE:  Proposed Widening of the Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension and Straightening of the
Tolchester Channel in the Chesapeake Bayv: Chesapeake Bay Area

Dear Mr. McKee:

The above reterenced projects have been reviewed by the Department of Natural Resources
for associated ecological impacts. In the first project. the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers proposes
10 widen the five miles of the Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension not widened in 1991 trom the
current width of 430 feet and 33 foot depth to a width of 600 feet and a 335 foot depth plus 2 teet of
advance mainrenance dredgig and 2 teet of allowable overdepth dredging to improve navigational
safety. A total ot about 2.5 mullion cubic vards of matertal would be removed and deposited in the
Hart-Miller Island Containment Facility. The second project proposed by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engincers is the straightening of the Tolchester Channel Eastern to remove the S-Turn™ just south
of Tolchester Marina near the northern end of the channel. The new channel would be dredged to
the same width ( 600 feet) and depth ¢ 33 foot ) as the current Tolchester Channel plus 2 fect of
advance maintenance dredging and 2 feet of allowable ov erdepth dredgimg to improve navigational
safety. A total of about 3.000.000 cubic vards ot matertal would be removed and deposited in the
Hart-Miller Island Containment Facihity.

The proposed areas of dredging actnaty are w ithin exeellent fishing arcas heavily utihized
hyv Chesapeake Bay sport tishermen durmy the Fall stmped bass season. Past experience has
demonstrated that the fishing grounds north ot the Bay Bridges otter prime tishing m October with

m . (110) 974-2788
Tetephong
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many boats and anglers participating in the tishery. To avord potential contlicts with sporttishing
activities. the Department of Natural Resources requests that the proposed dredging tor both projects
be conducted during the period November | through March 31 Delayving the start ot dredgimg unul
November Ist would minimize dredging activity in arcas ot heaviest fishing prcs\‘ux"c Jurmu
October. and as the Fall fishing season progressed. the tish and fishermen would be tendimg o move
down the Bay and away trom the proposcd dredging sites. )

Should vou require additional information on this project. please teel free to contact Roland

Limpert of my stattar (410) 974-2788.

Sincerelyv.

?Q‘) CEL;*-%OW ,‘)«_

Rayv C. Dintaman. Jr.. Director
Environmental Review Unit

RCD:RIJL

ce: P. Massicot. DNR-RAS
D. Leonard. DNR-FS
H. King. DNR-FS
E. Ghigiarelli. MDE



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Chesapeake Bay Field Oftice
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive

Annapolis. MD 21401
July 9, 1996

Colonel Randall R. Inouye
District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Attn: Jerffrey McKee

Re: Tolchester Channel Realignment
Dear Colonel Inouye:

This responds to Public Notice B-96-3, dated June 3, 1996, and Mr. McKee's
letter also dated June 3, requesting comments on the proposed realignment of
the Tolchester Channel of the Baltimore Harbor and Channels Federal navigation
project. The proposed work involves dredging a new straight channel to
replace the existing S-turn section. Approximately 3,000,000 cubic yards of
material would be dredged and deposited in the Hart-Miller Island containment
area. The following comments are submitted in accordance with provisions of
the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C.
661 et seg.) and Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as
amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seqg.).

A variety of recreationally and commercially important fishes occur in the
area. These include, for example, striped bass, white perch, bluefish,
channel catfish, American eel, spot, croaker, American shad, alewife, and
blueback herring. The area is not an important spawning area although the
larvae of such species as bay anchovy, Atlantic silverside and others may
occur. Blue crabs are fairly common. Four charted oyster bars, NOB 2-4, NOB
2-5, NOB 2-9, and NOB 3-3 are located within one half mile of the relocated
channel.

Recent sampling conducted in the fall of 1995 and spring of 1996 by Dr. Ed
Houde of the University of Maryland’s Chesapeake Biclogical Laboratory
disclosed the presence of a large concentration of juvenile blue crabs (20-50
mm in length) in the vicinity of the main navigation channel within the
turbidity maximum zone in the upper Chesapeake Bay. The crabs were
particularly concentrated just above the tip of the salt wedge which varied in
location from near Still Pond in the fall of 1995 to near Tolchester in May
1996. This distribution has not been previously reported. Additional
sampling to be conducted over the course of this 5-7 year study should
determine whether this was an isolated occurrence or part of a more consistent
pattern.



Except for occasional transient individuals, no Federally listed or proposed
endangered or threatened species under our jurisdiction are known to exist in
the project impact area. Therefore, no Biological Assessment or further
Section 7 Consultation pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973 is
required with the Fish and Wildlife Service. Should project plans change, or
if additional information on listed or proposed species becomes available,
this determination may be reconsidered.

In this region of the bay it is becoming increasing difficult to locate
environmentally acceptable sites for disposal of the tremendous volume of
material being dredged from the navigation channels. Therefore, new projects
should be carefully scrutinized before proceeding. The present project was
recently evaluated by the Philadelphia District as part of the Chesapeake and
Delaware Canal-Baltimore Harbor Connecting Channels Feasibility Study. The
draft feasibility report dated January 1996 concluded that the Tolchester
realignment was not economically justified as the benefit cost ratio was only
0.19. The report did state, however, that additional evaluation of the
project was warranted due to the urgency of safety concerns and the potential
for more detailed analyses to demonstrate savings from reduced shoaling in the
new channel. Given this review the Service is concerned that the District’s
Public Notice announcing this work is premature.

We understand that the Waterways Experiment Station is conducting additional
studies on the expected shoaling pattern for the relocated channel. While the
original channel route was selected to take advantage of naturally deep water,
the relocated channel section would be shorter, narrower, and without bends.
Thus it is possible that the new route could have lower maintenance dredging
requirements. Filling the existing channel with dredged material has been
mentioned as a way to divert increased hydraulic flow through the new channel
to reduce maintenance dredging needs.

The change in shoaling and hydraulic patterns are key factors in evaluating
the environmental effects of this project. Absent detailed information on the
project impacts on these two key factors, the Service must withhold its final
recommendations on the project. In addition, the environmental documentation
developed for this project must include an analysis of its impacts on salinity
and the recently identified blue crab concentration. We would also like the
opportunity to review the environmental assessment. For further coordination
please contact George Ruddy at (410) 573-4528.

Sincerely,

s A

ohn P. Wolflin
Supervisor
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
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JuL 111996

Col Randall R. Inouve

District Engineer

Baltimore District, Corps of Engineers
P.O Box 1715

Baltimore, Marviand 21203

Dear Colonel Inouve

This pertains to correspondences. dated Mav 31 and June 3. 1996, requesting our comments on
the proposed widening of the Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension. and straightening of the
Tolchester "S-Turn" Channel Both proposals are associated with the Chesapeake and Delaware
Canal approach channels for the Baltimore Harbor Federal Navigauon Project  We have no
objection to the proposed alignment changes to these channel seements  However. we are greatly
concerned with the decision to place material resulting trom these proposals within the Hart-
Miller Island containment facility

The Hart-Miller [sland containment facilitv. onginallv designed tor placement of contaminated
spoil, has not been used prudently in the past, and has had much of its capacity lost to disposal of
clean and/or coarser-grained material The subsequent loss of this capacitv has contributed to the
current emergency circumstances that the Marvliand Port Administration faces because of the
rapidly increasing shortfall in spoil disposal capacity associated with the Baltimore Harbor project
The loss of Hart-Miller Island capacitv means that a substitute containment tacility must be
quickly identified and constructed. and 1t 1s likely that additional aquatic habitat will be displaced
as a result of the new facility

Because both ot the proposed channel realignments will cut into untouched or virgin sediments. it
15 highlv likely that the resulting dredaed material vwill be clean and will contain a high fraction of
coarse-grained material It is also probable that much ot the material generated by these projects
will be suitable tor a variety ot alternative uses within the aquatic environment  The decision to
use the Hart-Miller Island without a detailed analvsis of the sedimentary charactenstics of the
dredge areas, and without consideration of alternative uses tor the subject material could result in
unnecessan wastage ot 5 S mullion cubic vards ot the remaining capacity ot the containment
facility

The Phase [l Bay Enhancement work group of the Baltimore Harbor Dredging Needs And
Placement Options Program identitied clean virgin dredee material as an important source of
material for in-water uses. including tish habitat enhancement. such as ovster bar re-structuring
and creation of topographically diverse bottom It was turther stipulated bv the work group that
projects involving dredaing ot new arcas should be closely studied to determume the suitability of



sedimentary material for tish habitat enhancement and other in-water uses Additionally. it was
recommended that suitable material be directed to in-water use to permit the conservation ot
existing containment facilities for placement ot less suitable material

The above policy should be applied to the Brewerton and Tolchester projects  We recommend
that sub-sedimentary profiles of each proposed dredge arca be studied to determine sediment
characteristics and suitability tor in-water use Incorporation of current technology on sediment
profile analysis developed by companies, such as Great Lakes Dredaing, may facilitate a sub-
sedimentary study of the dredge areas.

Difficulties are frequently encountered in timing and coordinating dredging and in-water use
projects. However, both the Brewerton and Tolchester projects are channel improvements. as
opposed to maintenance activities necessary tor maintaining channel use  Consequently,
immediate construction of either project is not mandatory Alternatively, construction ot these
projects could be postponed until an appropriate tish enhancement or other in-water use has been
identified and is readv tor implementation

If there are any questions concerning these comments. please do not hesitate to call our Oxtord
field office at (410) 226-5771.

1 Dr

s\ Reg¢ional Directév\\
/



MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
L — M DE 2500 Broening Highwa_\' ® Baltimore. Maryland 212204
| (410) 631-3000

Parris N. Glendening Jane T. Nishida
Governor Secretany

JUL 23193

Mr. Jeffrey A. McKee

Cpcrations Civision
Baltimore District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore. MD 21203-1715
Dear Mr. McKee:

I am responding to your letters regarding the proposed straightening of the
Tolchester Channei and the deepening and widening of the Brewerton Channel
Eastern Extension of the Baltimore Harbor and Channels 42-Foot Federal navigation
project. The realigned Tolchester Channel will be dredged to the authorized
dimensions of 35-feet deep and 600 feet wide. and the Brewerton Channel wiil be
deepened and widened to 35-feet deep and 600 feet wide.

The proposed Tolchest Channel realignment will require the removal of
approximately 3.0 million cubic yards of material and ths preposed Brewerton Channel
Eastern Extension will require 2.2 million cubic yards of material to be moved. The
dredged material will be placed at the Hart-Miiler Island containment facility.

Our major concern regards the time frame for the proposed work. First. it is not
clear whether the propased work is to be accomplished during one dredging cycle or
over a period of several cycles. At the present time. Hart-Miller Isiand does not have
the capacity to handle the anticipated amount of dredged material. As you are aware,
the State is proposing to raise the dikes at the containment facility. Although
additional capacity may be available during the next dredging cycle, the entire dike
building project will take several years. Second. this project should be coordinated
(along with other cooperalive projects) with the Maryland Port Administration and
Maryland Environmental Service to maximize the capacity of the available disposal
sites.

“Together We Can Clean Up™ @



Mr. Jeffrey A. McKee
Page 2

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed channel

deepening and widening. If you have any questions, please contact Elder Ghigiarelli,
Jr.. of my staff at (410) 974-2156. or Mr. Visty Dalal. Technical and Regulatory Services

Administration, at (410) 631-3689.
Sincerely.

J.L. Hearn. Director
Water Management Administration

JLH:EAGJr.cma

cc: Pete Tinsley
Elder Ghigiarelli, Jr.
Visty Dalal



MARYLAND Office of Planning

Parris N. Glendening Ronald M. Kreitner

Govemnor Director

August 29, 1996

Mr. Jeffrey McKee

Project Manager

Baltimore District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION

State Application Identifier: MD960617-0460

Description: Proposed New Work Dredging Baltimore Harbor and Channel: Straighten & Realign Northern
Portion of Tolchester Channel

Applicant: Army Corps of Engineers

Location: Baltimore and Kent Counties

Approving Authority: Department of the Army

Recommendation: Endorsement With Qualifying Comment(s) and Contingent Upon Certain Action(s)

Dear Mr. McKee:

In accordance with Presidential Executive Order 12372 and Code of Maryland Regulation 14.24.04, the State Clearinghouse
has coordinated the intergovernmental review of the referenced project. This letter, with attachments, constitutes the State
process review and recommendation based upon comments received to date. This recommendation is valid for a period of
three years from the date of this letter. The Maryland Department of Agriculture had no comments.

Review comments were requested from the Maryland Departments of Agriculture, Business and Economic Development,
Environment, Housing and Community Development including the Maryland Historical Trust, Natural Resources,
Transportation; Baltimore and Kent Counties; and the Maryland Office of Planning. As of this date, the Maryland Department
of Business and Economic Development has not submitted comments. This endorsement is contingent upon the applicant
considering and addressing any problems or conditions that may be identified by their review. Any comments received will
be forwarded.

The Maryland Departments of Environment, Housing and Community Development including the Maryland Historical Trust,
Transportation; and the Maryland Office of Planning found this project to be consistent with their plans, programs, and

objectives.

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources found this project to be generally consistent with their plans, programs, and
objectives, but included certain qualifying comments summarized below.

Baltimore County stated that their finding(s) of consistency are contingent upon the applicant taking the action(s)
summarized below and discussed in the attached comments.

301 West Preston Streetr  Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2365
State Clearinghouse: (410) 767-4490  Fax: 767-4480



Mr. Jeffrey McKee
August 29, 1996
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Summary of Comments:
The Department of Natural Resources stated that permits are reviewed for their concerns.

The Maryland Historical Trust has determined that the project will have "no effect” on historic properties and that the federal
and/or State historic preservation requirements have been met.

Kent County seeks to have input on any plans to place dredged spoils within or near the boundaries of the County.

Baitimore County is interested in a meeting with the applicant. See the enclosed comments.

Any statement of consideration given to the comments should be submitted to the approving authority, with a copy to
the State Clearinghouse. Additionally, the State Application Identifier Number must be placed on any correspondence
pertaining to this project. The State Clearinghouse must be kept informed if the recommendation cannot be accommodated
by the approving authority.

Please remember, you must comply with all applicable state and local laws and regulations. If you have any questions about
the comments contained in this letter or how to proceed, please contact the State Clearinghouse at (410) 225-4490. Also please
complete the attached form and return it to the State Clearinghouse as soon as the status of the project is known. Any
substitutions of this form must include the State Application Identifier Number. This will ensure that our files are
complete. ‘

We appreciate your attention to the intergovernmental review process and look forward to your continued cooperation.
Sincerely,
William G. Carroll
Manager, Plan and Project Review

WGC:BR:cs
Enclosures
(* indicates with attachments)

cc: Pat McMillan - DAGR
Roger Drechsler - DBED
Steve Bieber - MDE
Sue Hartman - DHCD/MHT
Ray Dintaman - DNR
Henry Kay - MDOT
Tim Dugan - BLCO
Gail Webb-Owings - KENT*
Mary Abrams - OPC
Scrib Sheafor - OPL
Bill Carroll -OPL



MARYLAND Office of Planning

Parris N. Glendening Ronald M. Kreitner

Governor Director
MEMORANDUM

Please complete this form and return it to the State Clearinghouse upon receipt of notification that the project has been
approved or not approved by the approving authority.

TO: Maryland State Clearinghouse DATE:
Maryland Office of Planning (Please fill in the date form completed)
301 West Preston Street
Room 1104

Baltimore, MD 21201-2365

FROM: PHONE: ( )

(Name of person completing this form.) (Area Code & Phone number)
RE: State Application Identifier: MD960617-0460

Project Description: Proposed New Work Dredging Baltimore Harbor and Channel: Straighten &

Realign Northern Portion of Tolchester Channel

PROJECT APPROVAL
This project/plan was:
[] Approved O Approved with Modification U Disapproved
Name of Approving Authority: Date Approved:
FUNDING APPROVAL
The funding (if applicable) has been approved for the period of
, 199 to , 199 as follows:
Federal: Local: State: Other:
$ $ $ $
OTHER

[l Further comment or explanation is attached

301 West Preston Street ® Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2365
OPCH-1F State Clearinghouse: (410) 7674490  Fax: 767-4480



PLEASE COMPLETE YOUR REVIEW & RECOMMENDATION BEFORE M
RETURN YOUR COMPLETED
RESPONSE FORM TO: William G. Carroll
Manager, Plan and Project Review
Maryland Office of Planning
301 West Preston Street, Room 1104
Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2365

State Application ldentifier: MD960617-0460 Clearinghouse Contact Person: Bob Rosenbush
Location: BLCO KENT Clearinghouse Telephone: {410) 225-4490
Applicant: Army Corps of Engineers

Proposed New Work Dredging Baltimore Harbor and Channels: Straighten & Realign Northern Portion
of the Tolchester Channel

H

Description:

Based on a Review of the information Provided, We Have (v’) Checked the Appropriate Determination Below

N ————————— S S

CONSISTENT RESPONSES - FOR USE BY STATE AGENCIES ONLY

c1 It is consistent with our plans, programs, and objectives.

It is consistent with the policies contained in Executive Order 01.01.1992.27 {Maryland Economic Growth, Resource

c2 Protection, and Planning Act of 1992) and our plans, programs, and objectives.

(MHT ONLY) It has been determined that the project will have *no effect” on historic properties and that the federz

Cc3 . . i .
and/or state historic preservauon requirements have been met.

(DNR ONLY) It has been determined that this project is in the Coastal Zone and is not inconsistent with the
Maryland Coastal Zone Management Program.

CONSISTENT RESPONSES - FOR USE BY COUNTY & LOCAL AGENCIES ONLY

CS It is consistent with our plans, programs, and objectives.

c4

it is consistent with the Economic Growth, Resource Protection, and Planning Visions (Planning Act of 1992) and our

ceé plans, programs, and objectives.

OTHER RESPONSES - FOR USE BY ALL AGENCIES

GENERALLY CONSISTENT WITH QUALIFYING COMMENTS: tis generally consistent with our plans, programs anc
objectives, but the attached qualifying comment is submitted for consideration.

R1

CONTINGENT UPON CERTAIN ACTIONS: Itis generally consistent with our plans, programs and objectives

% R2 . . . . S
contingent upon certain actions being taken as noted in the attached comment.

NOCT CONSISTENT: !t raises problems concerning compatibility with our plans, programs, objectives, or Planning A
R3 visions/policies; or it may duplicate existing program activities, as indicateg in the attached cormment. 1¢ 2 meeting

with the applicant is requested, please check here.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED: Additional information is required to complete the review. The

R4 information needed is identitied below. If an extension of the review period is requested, please check here. O

Attach additional comments if necessary OR use the spaces below for brief comments.-

** County Councilman Vincent J. Gardina has requested a meeting with the applicant; the

Councilman's office may be contacted directly (County Courthouse, Towson, MD 21204; (410)-
887-3384) to schedule the meeting — =

Name: Tim Dugan Signature: 9_

Organization: Baltimore County Phone: {410 ) 887-3495

Address: Office of Planning Date Completed: 7// 23;/ X

County Courts Building
Towson, MD 21204 (v") O check here if additional comments attachec




August 25, 1997

Col. Bruce A. Berwick

District Engineer

Department of The Army

Baltimore District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O.Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Dear Sir:

On my recent visit to the Baltimore Harbor Branch office, I met with Jeffery Mc Ree on
another matter, and while there, learned about the proposed dredging and straightening of
the bends in the Tolchester Dredge Channel. This is a critical maneuvering area for pilots
and vessel watch officers transiting the channel.

What this proposed Tolchester Channel dredging and straightening would mean to the
pilot or vessel watch officers, who transit this critical area and are responsible for the safe
piloting, navigation and ship handling in restricted waterways, would be to reduce the
existing high risk area to an average risk. Pilots and vessel watch officers live with risk
taking - it is a way of life

The present Tolchester Dredge Channel bepmeen buoys #19 and #29, with four course
changes up to 37 degrees in 1.4 N.M., means the pilot, vessel watch officer must increase
rudder angle as much as 20 degrees to start the vessel turning and then counteract with
rudder angle to steady up. If there is a human judgment error, or a steering or engine
failure, within 1 min., the vessel is aground. The Bay bottom toward shore is hard and off
shore is soft. The margin of error is a distance of 150 feet.

At present I work as an outside contractor as a navigational safety auditor for Morania Oil
Tanker Corp. and Penn Maritime Inc. who transport millions of barrels of black oil
through this area a year. Our Pilothouse watch officers will not meet or pass another
vessel in this critical area of the channel because of the existing high risk of accident and
grounding. This means our officers must slow down for the other vessel to clear and he
misses the ETA for the next port. The result is a loss of company revenue.

I travel in the pilot house with watch officers every year from Maine to Gulf of Mexico,
and all Major Coast Ports, up to 4,000 N.M. a year. I cannot think of any waterway
channel that needs dredging and straightening “attention now” more than this critical area.

Watch Officers and pilots in this area are confronted with 37 degree turns and course
changes, tides, tidal currant, wind sets, visibility, Bay bottom and bank effects and traffic
vessels. With the vessel’s watch officer and Pilot’s knowledge, skills, experience, Army



Corps of Engineers Bay bottom soundings, aids to navigation, communication, and
vessel’s good maneuverability, safe navigation is always possible.

I support the Tolchester Channel dredging project. Your Army Corps and engineers are
doing an outstanding job improving the Waterways safety.

Sincerely,

. e

Capt. Herbert Groh
1907 Clifden Road
Baltimore, MD 21228
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U.S. Department Commander 431 Crawford Street f§ N
of Transportation JfFESS United States Coast Guard Portsmouth. Va. 23704-5004 \

&. J Atlantic Area Staff Symbol: (Aow)

United States Phone: (757)398-6285

Coast Guard
16500

JUL 4 008

MGEN Jerry L. Sinn

Commander North Atlantic Division

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers

Fort Hamilton Military Community, Bldg. 405
Brooklyn, NY 11252

Dear General Sinn:

This letter is in response to concerns regarding the improvements and straightening of an "S"
turn in the Tolchester Channel.

The Coast Guard previously recommended straightening the "S" turn (enclosure 1). Since then,
there has been increasing concern that a hazardous situation exists. In fact. merchant pilots have
reported that several near misses involving merchant vessels have occurred during the transiting
of the Tolchester Channel. With increases in vessel size. the severity of the turns have caused
difficulty with maneuvering. The Coast Guard would prefer to be proactive in preventing any
potential. serious mishaps. The removal of the "S" curve in the Tolchester Channel would be a
significant step. We have approved the establishment of range lights at the south end of
Tolchester Channel. which should prove to be invaluable aids to navigation. especially when
heavy winter ice covers the buoys. A straight channel will further allow the Coast Guard to
establish range lights for the entire channel length, increasing the safe passage of the larger
vessels through that channel significantly.

We are requesting your support to improve safe navigation in the Tolchester Channel area of the
Chesapeake Bay. Your efforts to expedite the completion of this project would be greatly
appreciated.

Sincerely,

Sriat

Vice Admiral, U. S. Coast Guard
Commander Fifth Coast Guard District

Encl: (1) 26 Aug 1994 ltr to U. S. Army Corps of Engineers

Copy: Frank Hamons, Manager of Harbor Development
Captain Michael Watson.
President, Association of Maryland Pilots
Captain Charles Miller, CG ACT Baltimore
COL Bruce A. Berwick, CDRUSAED Baltimore
LTC Robert B. Keyser, CDRUSAED Philadelphia
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IR ATTENTION OF

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
BALTIMORE DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0. BOX 1715
BALTIMORE, MD 21203-1715

February 18, 2000

REPLY TO

Operations Division

SUBJECT: Proposed New Work and Maintenance Dredging Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Maryland
- 42-Foot Project - Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension and Tolchester Channel S-Turn Straightening

PUBLIC NOTICE - OP-00-1
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

Pursuant to Sections 313 and 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1977 (33 USC 1323 and 1344),
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT PENDING HEADQUARTERS, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF
ENGINEERS APPROVAL AND THE AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS, the Baltimore District, U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, proposes to perform new work and maintenance dredging of the Baltimore Harbor &
Channels 42-Foot Federal navigation project and straightening of the Tolchester Channel S-Turn.

The plans and location of the proposed work are shown on the enclosed map. The Brewerton
Channel Eastern Extension work consists of maintenance dredging to remove existing shoaling and new
work dredging to widen the western five miles of the channel from 35 feet deep and 450 feet wide to the
authorized project dimensions of 35 feet deep and 600 feet wide. The River and Harbor Act of July 3,
1958 authorized construction of the project to 35 feet deep and 600 feet wide. The Tolchester Channel S-
Turn work consists of dredging a new straight channel 2 miles long, 35 feet deep, and 600 feet wide to
realign the existing Tolchester Channel S-Turn for navigation safety. The Water Resources Development
Act of 1999 authorized straightening of the Tolchester Channel S-Turn. The dredging will include two
feet of advanced maintenance dredging and two feet of allowable overdepth dredging.

Approximately 2,700,000 cubic yards of material from the Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension
and 2,800,000 cubic yards of material from the Tolchester Channel S-Turn, consisting primarily of mud,
silt, sand, shell and mixtures thereof, would be dredged by clamshell and scow, hydraulic pipeline, and/or
hopper dredge. The material will either be placed at the 640-acre Poplar Island Environmental
Restoration Project located on the eastern side of the Chesapeake Bay northwest of Tilghman Island in
Talbot County, or the State of Maryland will provide the 1,140-acre Hart-Miller Island dredged material
containment facility located in the upper Chesapeake Bay near the mouth of Back River in Baltimore
County for the deposition of material from the proposed dredging. Dredging is scheduled to commence
in June 2000 and to be completed in February 2001. The Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension would be
dredged first, progressing from west to east, followed by the Tolchester Channel S-Turn straightening.

The sediment to be dredged has been tested in accordance with criteria promulgated by the
Environmental Protection Agency as published in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Section
230. to insure the suitability of the sediment for deposition at either the Poplar Island Environmental
Restoration Project or the Hart-Miller Island Containment facility. The Regional Administrator,
Environmental Protection Agency, has considered dredged material previously removed from these
channels satisfactory for deposition at either the Poplar Island Environmental Restoration Project or
Hart-Miller Island. The placement areas and the placement operations will be monitored before, during,
and after the proposed work.
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The proposed methods of dredging and placement of material are addressed in and consistent
with the Final Environmental Impact Statement and accompanying Supplemental Information - Operation
& Maintenance of Baltimore Harbor & Associated Channels, Maryland & Virginia filed with the Council
on Environmental Quality on January 10, 1975 and January 9, 1976, respectively; the Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Hart-Miller Island Diked Disposal Area, filed with the
Environmental Protection Agency in 1974; the Final Environmental Impact Statement - Proposed Plan for
Completing the Navigation Improvements, Authorized by the 1958 River and Harbor Act for the
Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Maryland and Virginia, filed with the Environmental Protection Agency
on November 21, 1979; the Supplement to the General Design Memorandum and Supplemental
Information Report for the Baltimore Harbor and Channels Maryland and Virginia 42-Foot Project, filed
with the Office of Federal Activities on June 23, 1986; the Poplar Island, Maryland Environmental
Restoration Project Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement, February 1996;
and the Baltimore Harbor & Channels, Maryland & Virginia, 42-Foot Project, Brewerton Channel
Eastern Extension, Maryland Limited Reevaluation Report and Environmental Assessment, August 1997.
A review of data generated for preparation of an environmental assessment, including a preliminary
404(b)(1) evaluation for the Tolchester Channel S-Turn straightening, indicates that no significant
environmental impacts are expected and that preparation of an environmental impact statement is not
warranted. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation addressing the environmental
issues of dredging and placement operations for the Tolchester Channel S-Turn straightening is being
prepared.

A preliminary review of this work, previous evaluations of historical dredging and placement
operations for the Baltimore Harbor project, and recent studies on the shortnose sturgeon indicate that the
proposed work will not adversely affect listed species or their critical habitat pursuant to Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act as amended. As the evaluation of this work continues, additional information
may become available which could change this preliminary determination.

The proposed new work dredging will comply with and will be conducted in a manner consistent
with the approved Maryland Coastal Zone Management Program. The proposed work is being
coordinated with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and
Wildlife Service; U.S. Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service; and the Maryland
Departments of the Environment; Natural Resources; Transportation, Maryland Port Administration;
Housing and Community Development; and Economic and Employment Development.

Designation of the proposed placement site for the dredged material associated with this Federal
project shall be made through the application of guidelines promulgated by the administrator,
Environmental Protection Agency, in conjunction with the Secretary of the Army. If these guidelines
alone prohibit the designation of the proposed placement site, any potential impairment to the
maintenance of navigation including any economic impact on navigation and anchorage which would
result from the failure to use this placement site will also be considered.

Previous cultural resources reconnaissance surveys and intensive marine surveys have indicated
that there are no historically significant artifacts in the proposed work areas. A review of the latest
published version of the National Register of Historic Places indicates that there are no registered
properties or properties listed as eligible for inclusion therein located at the proposed work sites.
Currently unknown archaeological, scientific, prehistoric, or historical data may be lost or destroyed by
the proposed work.



3

The decision whether to accomplish the work proposed in this public notice will be based on an
evaluation of the probable impact, including cumulative impacts, of the proposed work on the public
interest. The decision will reflect the national concern for the protection and utilization of important
resources. The benefits which reasonably may be expected to accrue from the proposal must be balanced
against its reasonably foreseeable detriments. All factors which may be relevant to the proposal will be
considered; among those are conservation, economics, aesthetics, energy needs, general environmental
concerns, fish and wildlife values, wetlands, historic and cultural values, navigation, shoreline erosion
and accretion, water quality, flood hazards, flood plain values, land use, recreation, safety, food
production, and in general, the needs and the welfare of the people. The work will not be accomplished
unless it is found to be in the public interest.

The proposed dredged material placement area is located in the 100-year flood plain. Pursuant to
Executive Order 11988 (Flood Plain Management) this area has been determined to be the most
practicable alternative at this time. The impacts of this action on flood hazard; human safety, health and
welfare; and the natural and beneficial values of the flood plain are expected to be minimal.

Any person who has an interest, which may be affected, by the placement of this dredged
material may request a public hearing. The request must be submitted in writing to the District Engineer,
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District, P.O. Box 1715, Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715
within 30 days of the date of this notice and must clearly set forth the interest which may be affected and
the manner in which the interest may be affected by this activity.

Written comments regarding the proposed work and related factors described above must be
received by the District Engineer, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District, P.O. Box 1715,
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715 within the comment period specified above to receive consideration.
Please contact Mr. Jeffrey McKee at (410) 962-5657 if there are any questions regarding the proposed
work.

A Water Quality Certification will be required from the Maryland Department of the
Environment for this project. This certification is required under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act.
Any written comments or questions regarding water quality considerations involved with this project
should be directed to the Division of Standards and Certifications, Maryland Department of the
Environment, 2500 Broening Highway, Baltimore, Maryland 21224, telephone (410) 631-3603.

Please communicate the foregoing information concerning the proposed work to any persons
known by you to be interested, and who not being known to this office, do not receive a copy of this
notice.

Christina E. Correale
Chief, Operations Division
Enclosure
Map of Dredging Area and
Dredged Material Placement Area
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Mr. and Mrs. William Moulden

February 18, 2000

District Engineer

US Army Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District

P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Dear COL Berwick:

| am writing to provide comment regarding: New Work and Maintenance
Dredging Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Maryland - 42 Foot Project -
Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension and Tolchester Channel S-Turn
Straightening (PUBLIC NOTICE - OP - 00 - 1).

It should be the policy of the US Army Corps of Engineers to view all clean dredge
spoil as a “material of opportunity” and as such to be exclusively used for island
building and wetland creation within the Chesapeake Bay. As has been publicly
discussed with Site 104, many federal, state, and local objectives are achieved in
dredge spoil reuse operations. Additionally, given the finite limits of upland sites such
Hart-Miller Island and widespread resistance to open water deposition, it can be
assumed that sooner or later the reuse of clean dredge spoil to further conservation
goals will become an accepted practice.

It is not that hard to imagine 20 to 30 years from now that the central question of our
day was not expense, but rather leadership. The Corps of Engineers is in a unique
position at this moment in time to assume a position of leadership in mandating the
reuse of clean dredge spoil. The “planets” at this moment are aligned for this - we
simply need the nudge from a credible leader. The basis for this world-view is as
follows.

Currently, both federal and state governments have budget surpluses and will have
surpluses next year as well. The Corps currently enjoys congressional support for a
bold reuse initiative and influential allies such as the EPA. The current disequiiibrium
created by Site 104 has provided both the window of opportunity and the need for a
long-range policy decision. The Corps as a federal agency enjoys a unique position
to weigh decision-making parameters that reach far beyond Maryland, issues both
environmental and economic, as well as concerns just over the horizon regarding the
affordability of alternative techniques to open water dumping. These points include:

« Steamship container lines are currently building larger ships (Super
Freighters) requiring 50 foot channels. These new freighters are 1,100 feet long with
47 foot drafts (nearly twice the size of conventional shipping now in the Bay). These
ships are the future of the shipping industry and the heart of current regional harbor
competition.



« The #1 harbor on the Atlantic seaboard is New York / New Jersey. The
Hudson River approach to this harbor is 40 to 45 feet with bedrock granite as it's floor.
Blasting is the only way to deepen the channel which poses serious economic,
environmental, and political problems.

« The harbor in Norfolk has become a victim of its own success. Currently,
container ships routinely wait days for berthing space and truck access to midwest
markets is hours longer than access from Baltimore.

« Sealand, one of the largest container companies, has been purchased by
Maersk. More than a year ago, harbor and company officials represented that these
competing firms would never centralize their operations together in a Baltimore based
hub. That has now changed with Maersk Sealand’s growing presence in Baltimore,
as measured in both increased shipping and just recently locating a corporate vice-
president in Baltimore (401 East Pratt St., 410.332.0500).

« Maersk Sealand has not renewed it's contract in New York and has adopted
a wait and see approach to determining where its future major shipping hub will be.
The implication is that the door is wide open for Baltimore Harbor.

- Baltimore is attractive because it is the closest port to midwest markets,
available berthing and warehouse capacity for large increases in shipping, and
pending concession negotiations related to wharfage fees, space container rentals,
longshoreman rights, manning numbers and labor, and the potential for channel
improvements - not only to the approaches to Baltimore, but to the C & D Canal (a 50
foot depth in the canal would shorten ship travel time to New York by approximately 8
hours).

Taken together, Baltimore Harbor is likely to be the future hub of the shipping
industry in our region. Particularly, if: New York / New Jersey can not blast, Norfolk
can not expand, and Baltimore capital improvements are made. Bottom line reality is
that Baltimore stands a better than not chance of wrestling a 25% market share from
New York and Norfolk with an economic impact calculated in billions of dollars
annually. In jobs, the estimated 80K related to port activities would double. _In this
context. alternate means to open water disposal of dredge spoil becomes

aftordable.

Given the economic, environmental, and political aspects of shipping along the
Atlantic seaboard, the Corps of Engineers is in a unique leadership position to
reconcile these commercial interests with the conservation interests of the general
public. The current Corps analysis should go well beyond Bay dredging and open
water dumping. Corps leadership should not be duped into cheap disposal practices
of yesteryear based on the fallacy unafforability. This premise, in light of the
economics of a 50 foot channel, is whole cloth wrong. Additionally, mandating clean
dredge reuse is a cost saver for the other end of the equation, namely implementing
state and federal objectives for the net increase of wetlands and stemming the loss of
Bay islands.

The Corps from its federal regulatory seat can broker these regional objectives,
which are more rightly understood in the federal context as complimentary. It can and



should address estuarine commercial impacts more globally and should consider
broadening its analysis beyond the confines of just the Chesapeake Bay. |t should
consider whole market shipping related issues and their cumulative impacts. A holistic
approach to Chesapeake Bay dredging, Hudson River blasting, Norfolk expansion
through military base reutilization, as well as the reutilization of materials of
opportunity. These initiatives should all be woven together, and at this juncture only
the Corps has the resources and purview to accomplish it.

Locally, implementation of a reuse vision is not as hard, or complicated, as some
would complain. It simply, as of yet, is not something that is a department or agency
routine. A case in point is Parson Island. This was a portfolio partnership offered as
an alternate to open water deposition. The owners of this island years ago proposed a
partnership to MDE officials in using a portion of harbor dredge materials to rebuild
their island and for shoreline erosion control, summary attached. During the
exploratory process other island owners as well indicated an interest. Each site
individually could receive 3 million cubic yards of material and collectively would have
had the capacity to use what was proposed to have been placed at Site 104. Even
though they proposed cost-sharing the proposal received no follow up. Incredulously,
this innovative reuse initiative to create thousands of acres of wetlands and rebuild
islands with cost-sharing partners was reflected in the corps Site 104 report to the
public as “not viable”. Note: No one from MDE, or the Corps, ever discussed or
expressed an interest in the economic details of the offer. It was simply and arbitrarily
dismissed because it did not fit the decision-making matrix / routine of the day.

As District Engineer, you should consider assuming the primary leadership role
and make the decision that dredge material is to be used for the public good. To
perhaps, take a step back from the tiresome chorus of nay-sayers and resolve on your
own that the question of dredge spoil is more rightly viewed as an opportunity, rather
than a problem. To broaden your look at the emergent economic factors of a 50 foot
channel. To consider adopting the visionary reuse of spoils and direct your staff to
make it work. While there may be a period of wholesome turbulence, as is typically
associated with the initial employment of any bold stratagem, it in the end it will prove
to be one of the high-water marks of your career.

As District Engineer you were given command of the Baitimore District to make
these tough decisions. It is your responsibility. It is your role to assert your authority,
take charge of the situation, and bring to closure the eventual. Leaders like everyone
can be nagged by doubt, but they should not paralyzed by it. COL Berwick, make the
leap and decide. Use the authority of your office to reconcile the needs of the harbor
with that of the Bay. Use current circumstances to everyone's advantage and force the
reuse of dredge material.

illiam Moulden
290 Nottingham Hill
Sherwood Forest, MD 21405



Parson’s Island Wetland Creation
An Alternate to Open Water Dumping

A Dozen Reasons

(1) Provides an alternate disposal site to open water deposition for 3 million cubic
yards of dredge material. In this context, Maryland has another viable alternative to
open water dumping and gains the moral high ground on the position that the
recycling of these dredge materials to meet high profile federal and state objectives
serves the greater good. In essence, Maryland can improve the economic viability of
Baltimore Harbor and in doing so improve the natural resources of the Chesapeake
Bay.

(2) Creates 300 acres of tidal wetlands at Parson's Island for migratory waterfowl.

(3) Consistent with funded federal initiatives to buffer the Bay from farm nutrient run-off
into the Chesapeake and to preserve vanishing Bay islands. Currently, one-third of
this 100 acre island is farmed with approximately one acre of the island disappearing
annually.

(4) Provides the opportunity for a meaningful partnership between various federal and
state programs, the Port Authority and business community, the environmental
community, and farmer / property owner. The Parson’s Island initiative executes a half
dozen visions and resolutions made by: vice-president Gore, Senators Sarbanes and
Mikulski, Rep. Gilchrest, Governor Glendenning, DNR Secretary Taylor-Rogers, MDE
Secretary Nishida, as well as the Chesapeake Bay Foundation and numerous other
Bay organizations which has been so heavily reported in the news media.

(5) To these ends the owner of Parson’s Island would: Design features that maximize
environmental benefits, manage 100 acres of the island as a wildlife sanctuary, plant
30 acres annually of the island's farmiand for waterfow! forage, and cost share the
project.

(6) Creates optimum habitat for reproducing Black Ducks, other migratory waterfowl,
and Horseshoe Crat populations.

(7) Prevents the destruction of nearby historical oyster reefs.
(8) Prevents the destruction of an historic island in the Chesapeake Bay.
(9) $0 for island acquisition.

(11) Achieves a net gain of wetlands, Black Duck and other threatened specie
populations currently reproducing on the island.

(12) Parsons Island over the past two years has been favorably reviewed by:
the Maryland Port Authority and the US Fish and Wildlife Service.



Upper Bay Charter Captains Association
C/o Capt Skip Slomski

224 Greenland Beach Road

Baltimore, MD 21226

Department of the Army

U.S. Army District

Baltimore Corps of Engineering
P. 0. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

ATTN: Mr. Jeffery McKee Wednesday, February 21, 2000

Dear Mr. McKee,

We understand there is possible action being taken to dredge Brewerton Channel and to straighten out the Tolchester
Channel as well. This dredging, as we understand is to occur during June and July. The Upper Bay Charter
Captains Association, wish to express their concern and disapproval of the dredging in the Upper Bay area during
the fishing season, which begins April 25th. The area outlined is prime territory for the many charter boats plying
the Chesapeake Bay. We caught fish in this area all the way through the end of the rockfish season in November.
This activity would be causing disruption for many captains in the Upper Bay and would adversely affect the
businesses of many. The dredging, which causes muddy and cloudy waters, disturbs many species of fish that the
captains depend on for their livelihood.

The Upper Bay Charter Captains Association would appreciate you considering this important situation and suggest
the dredging take place afier the fishing season is over in November. We would also like to be informed of any
meetings where this dredging would be discussed so that we may be well informed of your efforts. We thank you for
your anticipated cooperation.

We appreciate your immediate attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

o [
o D
¥ \ P ad S~——
Capt. Skip Slomski

Secretary
Upper Bay Charter Captains Association

cc: TJ Johnson, President UBCCA



The Maryland Watermen's Association, Inc.

Kent County Commissioners
400 High St. |
Chestertown, MD 21620

Dear Kent County Commissioners:

| want to bring to your attention information that the Corps of Engineers and the Port
Authority are proposing to dig a new channel between the oyster bar known as
Hodges and the area known asTolchester, in Kent County.

The current plan calls for the dredged material from the proposed new channel to be
placed at Poplar Island. It would seem with the hard look everyone is taking at Site
104 as a placement site, and the need for continued maintenance dredging placement
sites, that this is a wrong use of space at Poplar Island.

The naturally existing channel at the Tolchester site serves as protection from silting
on Hodges Bar, while the proposed new channel will direct currents away from
Hodges and could create a silting problem. A'so, the continued need to dredge the
new channel would further put the oyster bar in danger.

We are opposed to any _construction of this new channel without having adequate
sites with space enough to take care of material from current dredging projects.

| have said this before, but will say it again here - it seems a lot of time and effort is
going into the fight against dumping in Site 104, while other projects are moving
forward that have the potential to cause more damage over the long term to the
Chesapeake Bay and its oyster population.

The MWA has always been opposed to open water dumping and we will look closely
at the environmental impact statements on Site 104. We all must rely on the
agencies involved to make an assessment of Site 104, and we are waiting for the
results of those studies. We would ask you to look just as hard at the above
referenced project and the dumping of additional dredge material at Poplar Island.

As such, we are opposing the digging of yet another channel which would place
additional dredged material into the system. The existing natural channel protects
Hodges Bar and the digging of a new channel could make what is preceived as a
problem now into even a bigger problem in the future.

1805A Virginia Street ® Annapolis, MD 21401 ¢ (410) 268-7722 * 269-6622 * FAX: 269-6635



We are asking you to please join with us in opposing this new channel construction.

Sincerely,
Larry Simns
President

LS/bsd

cc:  Queen Anne’s County Commissioners
Del. Mary Roe Walkup
Del. Ronald Guns
Del. Wheeler Baker
Maryland Port Authority
U.S. Corps of Engineers
Sarah Taylor-Rodgers
Congressman Wayne T. Gilchrest



2 Woodbine Circle
Elkton, MD 21921
March 8, 2000

Col. Bruce A. Berwick
District Engineer

USACE - Baltimore

P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21303-1715

CONCERNS ABOUT PROPOSED DREDGING AND PLACEMENT ACTIONS
Dear Col. Berwick:

| write in response to Public Notice — OP-00-1, dated Feb. 18, 2000, which dealt
with “Proposed New Work and Maintenance Dredging Baltimore Harbor and Channels,
Maryland — 42-Foot Project — Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension and Tolchester
Channel S-Turn Straightening.”

This letter will overview serious concerns with the proposed activities from both
economic and environmental perspectives. | believe the concerns are of a sufficiently
significant magnitude that, upon appropriate reflection, you will also conclude that the
activities are NOT cost effective and should NOT be undertaken.

Because the two different dredging projects are covered under one Public Notice,
and it is proposed to dredge them sequentially, | will consolidate my comments as well
(recognizing that there are some distinctions in the rationalized justifications). For the
record, it should be noted that because of time constraints, | have not completed my
review of the reports for the two projects; | may have additional concerns and criticisms.

BASIC PREMISE:

“The Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension is a key link in the channel system
leading from the Port through the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal. Ninety-eight
percent of the vessels using the Port through the C&D Canal use the Brewerton
Channel Eastern Extension. The State of Maryland requests that the Brewerton
Channel Eastemn Extension be constructed to its authorized depth so that vessels will
no longer have to wait for vessels to clear the channel or encounter a 1-1/4 hour delay
by having to transit an additional 12.2 nautical miles when a course to the south is made
to and from Baltimore Harbor.” [Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension, Maryland;
Limited Reevaluation Report and Environmental Assessment; Final Report, August
1997. Appendix E, p. 2]

This basic premise is not substantiated by anything in the economic analysis.
There are no data showing that any vessels “wait” ... much less, how many vessels and
what type. Nor is there any quantification of time “waited”. Also, there are no data on
vessels diverting to the south to use the Craighill channel. Instead, the report
repeatedly states that 98% of the vessels using the C&D route also use the Brewerton
channel. Thus the maximum fraction of C&D Canal users that might use the Craighill to
access Baltimore is 2% (assuming no direct vessel transits from the Delaware River via



the C&D Canal and to or from Norfolk while bypassing the Port of Baltimore). Simply
stated, the economic benefits analysis does not follow from, and is inconsistent with, the
basic premise.

ECONOMICS — BENEFITS:

From a macro perspective the economics are most puzzling. The project is to
widen a 5-mile section of the 50+ mile-long northern approach channel to the Port of
Baltimore. The widening of that section will be from 450 to 600 feet — but most of the
connecting channels have a 450-foot width. How can a project to widen only a section
of a channel, less than 1/10™ of its total length, produce a benefit more than 3 times
greater than the project to deepen the entire channel by 5 feet?

[Comparison: Brewerton project gross benefits = $185,821,000 vs. C&D Canal

and Connecting Channels deepening project benefits = $53,050,000; (Ref:

Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension, Maryland; Limited Reevaluation and

Environmental Assessment, Final Report, August 1997 and C&D Canal Draft

Economic Reevaluation Report, June 1999.)]

The answer, | believe ... is that the computations in the economic assessment of
widening the Brewerton Channel grossly overstated the future vessel traffic levels (and
concomitant benefits). Additionally, | believe there are mathematical errors in the
benefits computations.

1. Overestimate of Future Vessel Traffic at Port of Baltimore:
The analysis by CENAB utilizes projections of vessel traffic at the Port of Baltimore
which either inadvertently (or deliberately) seriously overstate reality. See Figure 1,
attached. Total Port of Baltimore traffic for the economically critical project years of
2003 to 2020 is at least 100% overstated.

2. Fraction of Vessels Using the Route through the Project Channel:
The fraction of the Port of Baltimore vessels using the Northern Approach Channel
(C&D Canal route) has been steadily declining. See Figure 2. The number of
vessels that might use the project is overestimated in the analysis. Further, in recent
years, because it is cheaper to use the Cape Henry route as opposed to the Canal
route for northern port transits, vessels are shifting their operating patterns. Figure 3
clearly shows that shift by containerships away from Canal use (and containerships
are ¥ of the total fleet).

3. Valuation of “Time Saved™:
Although the specifics of the economic analysis are not adequately incorporated in
the Economics appendix (Brewerton Project), it appears that perceived time savings
were valued using “fixed costs” rather than “variable costs”. As outlined on Figure 4
(attached), for vessels like containerships, that methodology improperly overstates
benefits about 4X.

4. Mathematical Error:
The detailed computations of benefits, as summarized in Table 8, Appendix F
(Economics) [Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension, Maryland; Limited
Reevaluation Report and Environmental Assessment; Final Report, August 1997]
appear to erroneously use the (reports’) estimate of annual vessel transits instead of




the number of transits in the 73 day simulation period. This over-computes the
estimated project benefits by 5X!

ECONOMICS - COSTS: .

1.

The costs are estimated at 1994 price levels and assume placement at Hart-Miller
Island. That assumption is no longer accurate. Placement is now slated for Poplar
Island (per MPA at DNPOP meeting, Jan. 2000). That shift of placement location
will increase the transport distance by about 22.5 miles with an attendant cost
increase of $6.1 million (Brewerton Extension project). There will be a similar cost
increase associated with the placement of material at Poplar Island from dredging of
the Tolchester S-Tum.

The cost of replacing the ‘consumed’ placement capacity was not included in the
economic analyses for these projects. Using existing placement capacity for “new
work” dredging makes it unavailable for placement of future “maintenance” dredging
material. This is an “Irretrievable Commitment of Resources” and the impact is
significant ... the statements of Appendix F, pg. 42, notwithstanding. For each of the
Brewerton and Tolchester projects, the net present cost of replacing such consumed
capacity would add $9.6 million to the previously caiculated project costs.

These two factors, combined wouid add $15.7 million to each of the Brewerton and
Tolchester projects ... effectively doubling their real costs. '

ECONOMICS — SUMMARY:

A

B.
C.

This limited critique finds:
the traffic projection databases used for the project are badly in error and grossly

overstate benefits,
there appear to be severe mathematical errors overstating benefits, and
the placement costs are markedly underestimated.

Thus, this combination of factors appears to reduce the Benefit-to-Cost Ratio (BCR)

to less than unity (<1). The proposed project(s) should not be approved!

ENVIRONMENTAL.:

1.

Nutrient Releases:

Neither nitrogen (N) nor phosphorous (P) releases from either the dredging or
placement activities are explicitly considered in the Environmental Assessments.
This is a severe oversight. The matter definitely should be assessed considering
that the proposed dredging season commences in June 2000 and continues until

February 2001.

Sediment Quality:

Statements like “for the most part ... sediments are generally free of priority
poliutants” are not very reassuring. Further the findings of polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAH) in samples from the Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension at
“statistically significant” levels would seem to warrant additional sampling, analysis
and interpretation to assure no long-term adverse impacts to the Bay.



3. Salinity Changes: ’
No three-dimensional hydrodynamic modeling was performed for either of the
proposed projects to ascertain their impact on salinity and hydrologic patterns in the
upper Chesapeake Bay. Altering the char.nel dimensions and geometry, especially
by straightening the Tolchester S-Turn, should influence the movement of the salt
wedge up the Bay bottom. The omission of such hydrodynamic modeling to address
these matters is a serious deficiency of the reports.

The above environmental concerns are not trivial. They should be thoughtfully
assessed: the public needs to be assured that there will be no adverse impacts to the
Bay before these projects are allowed to proceed (notwithstanding the aforementioned
economic concerns).

In conclusion, based on these economic and environmental concerns, it appears
that neither the Brewerton nor the Tolchester projects have adequate justification for
your approval and subseguent construction! Further, as an impacted taxpayer, | hereby
request a public hearing on these proposed projects. Please advise me as to its time
and place.

If you have any questions on my comments and analyses, | can be reached at (410)
398-6844.

Sincerely,

»4 N i

John M. Williams, Ph.D.

Copy: Congressman Wayne T. Gilchrest



Figure 1

PORT OF BALTIMORE VESSEL TRAFFIC -- OVERESTIMATED

This chart shows both the historical number of port calls at Baltimore and the
projected vessel traffic for two different navigational dredging projects ... the
Brewerton Extension (USACE-Bailt.) and C&D Canal Deepening (USACE-Phil.). Both
projections used the same base year (1993) ... and input data ... yet produced
markedly different forecasts of future traffic (neither of which has reflected reality
since the base year). Even more interesting, both studies were performed by the
same consulting firm (for the two different studies and Corps’ Districts).

By the completion dates for both projects, the estimated traffic (to justify the
dredging) will be more than twice the actual traffic!

BALTIMORE PORT CALLS: History and Projections
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Figure 2
DECLINE OF TRAFFIC USING C&D ROUTE

C&D CANAL TRANSITS
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Traffic in the late ‘90s is < 1/7 of that projected to justify the last
deepening project (competed in 1975).



Figure 3
USE OF NORTHERN APPROACH CHANNEL
BY ELIGIBLE* CONTAINERSHIPS

ELIGIBLE CONTAINERSHIPS USING C&D ROUTE
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The fraction of eligible containerships using the northern route is
steadily declining.

[Note: In C&D Canal study, USACE and MPA analyses assume 75%
usage.]

*Eligible: no air or sailing draft restriction, and
sailing to or from a more northern port.



Figure 4

IMPACT OF USING FIXED COSTS INSTEAD OF
VARIABLE COSTS

Standard Corps methodologies value any ‘time saved’ by using
the hourly fixed operating cost (including depreciation, etc.) rather

than by using the hourly variable costs.

For ‘time saved’ when a vessel arrives at berth earlier as a resulit
of a project improvement, the proper valuation of the saving is the
‘time saved’ multiplied by the difference between the ‘hourly cost
at sea’ and the ‘hourly cost in port’ ... not multiplied by the total
(fixed) operating cost at sea.

For example, for containerships:

Vessel Size, | Oper. Costs; | Oper. Costs; | Difference, | Correction
TEU at sea, $/hr | in port, $/hr $/hr Factor *
2500 1249 910 339 0.27
3000 1462 1056 406 0.28
3500 1617 1145 472 0.29
4000 1731 1203 528 0.30

Source: USACE, EGM 99-05; Deep Draft Vessel Operating Costs

*Ratio of Difference ($/hr)/ Total (fixed) hourly costs (at sea)($/hr)

The ‘Correction Factor' can be used to multiply the ‘Corps
savings' to get the ‘correct savings’ for each vessel. Typically,
this correction reduces the previously determined savings to

about 28% of that alleged.

This single USACE Methodology biases the economic
conclusion too high by 330-370%
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March 13, 2000

District Engineer

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District

P.O.Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

RE: Public Notice PO -00-1 Tolchester S Tumn
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

As a Charter Captain and Vice President of the Upper Bay
Charter Captains' Association, I would like to express my concerns over the
proposed dredging of the Tolchester channel. 1 feel that this dredging would
effect negatively the fishing environment and the aquatic vegetation in the
area of Swan Point and Gails Shoal.

I believe it would be in the best interest of all concerned that we have a
public meeting to discuss the ramifications of the proposed project as soon as
possible.

Very truly yours, .
- = £/

' P V2
\ \_/‘V?ji _)S(bw/:’_// ALl
Captain Russ Green

Address:
1704 Browns Road
Essex, Maryland 21221



The Maryland Watermen’s Association, Inc.

March 15, 2000

District Engineer

U.S. Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District

P.O.Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

h) o RWH Hires i .
RE: Public Notice OP-00-

Gentlemen:

This letter is to request a public hearing on the above refernced Public Notice, regard-
ing the proposed dredging of a new channel between Hodges Oyster Bar and the area
known as Tolchester (Tolchester Channel), in the waters of Kent County, Maryland.
Our letter dated March 15, 2000, to the Kent County Commissioners is enclosed for
your review and information.

Please schedule a public hearing on this matter and send notice to the Maryland
Watermen’s Association, 1805A Virginia Street, Annapolis, MD 21401.

Thank you for your attention to this important issue.

Sincerely,
Larry Simns, President
Marviand Watermen’s Association

LS/bsd

cc: Delegate Wheeler Baker
Delegate Mary Roe Walkup
Delegate Ron Guns
Senator Walter Baker
Chesapeake Bay Foundation
Congressman Wayne Gilchrest
Maryland Environmental Service
Queen Anne’s County Commissioners
Kent County Commissioners

1805A Virginia Street ® Annapolis, MD 21401 ¢ (410) 268-7722 ® 269-6622 * FAX: 269-6635



TRAVELER Il CHARTERS

FISHING SEA DUCK HUNTING

Captain Richard Manley (410) 639-7420
4798 Piney Neck Road www.rockhallmd.comvtraveler2
Rock Hall, Maryland 21661 E-Mail npm@dmv.com

March 15, 20000

District Engineer

U. S. Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District

P.O.Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

Dear Sir:

| am writing this letter to request a public hearing regarding Public Notice OP-
00-1.

This site of this dredging is in prime fishing and oyster areas on the
Chesapeake Bay and will negatively affect my business. | have not been able to find

any information on the environmental impact of this activity and feel that more
information should be forthcoming before this project begins.

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,

Capt. Richard Mantey



March 17, 2000

Colonel Bruce Berwick, District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Re: Public Notice — OP-00-1; Proposed New Work and Maintenance Dredging
Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Maryland — 42-Foot Project — Brewerton
Channel Eastern Extension and Tolchester S-Turn Straightening

Dear Colonel Berwick:

We, the undersigned organizations, are concerned by the recent public notice detailing
the intent of the Corps of Engineers to proceed with the proposed new work dredging
projects in the Brewerton and Tolchester Channels in the Chesapeake Bay. Our
concern stems from the disconnect between these two proposed dredging projects and
adequate environmentally sound dredged material disposal capacity.

In the 1999 Draft EIS for Site 104, a clear connection was made between the need for
Site 104 capacity to accommodate “new work” projects, including the Brewerton
Channel Extension and Tolchester S-Turn Straightening project. The DEIS clearly
states that “these new work projects would require the removal of an additional 18 MCY
of dredged material from the Chesapeake Bay approach channels (DEIS p1-1)." The
DEIS for Site 104 also clearly states that “the 18 mcy proposed for Site 104 are
additional to the Poplar Island and HMI capacity. Although channel maintenance would
be possible without utilizing Site 104, no capacity for new work would be available
(DEIS p 246).”

However, the Public Notice OP-00-1 states that capacity for these two new work
projects, totaling roughly 5.5 million cubic yards of sediment, would be placed at either
Poplar Island or Hart-Miller Island. The Corps public notice appears to overlook that
placing new work materials at these sites means replacing maintenance work capacity
with new work sediment. Disregard for the more expensive confined disposal capacity
will likely lead to future capacity shortfalls and the initiation of more “short-term” open

water sites.

Public Notice OP-00-1 also suggests dredging and disposal could commence as early
as June 2000, prior to the release of the revised Draft EIS for Site 104. We question
whether it is appropriate to overload existing disposal capacity without first knowing
whether or not Site 104 capacity will be authorized. We also question whether
assessments of nitrogen and phosphorus release have been made, and whether the
cumulative impacts of such releases during the summer and fall months have been



considered. We request copies of the relevant environmental assessments that address
the issues of nutrient release and the potential water quality impacts associated with the

proposed dredging schedule.

On behalf of our collective membership of more than 50,000 Marylanders, we request a
public hearing on the projects described by Public Notice OP-00-1 prior to
commencement of these new work projects.

Theresa Pierno Mary Marsh
Chesapeake Bay Foundation Sierra Club - Maryland Chapter
P Don. hudasr—
Susan Brown Jan Graham
Maryland League of Conservation Voters Haztrak Coalition, Inc.

\x
Mildred Kriemelmeyer Wayne A. Beale

Maryland Conservation Council Citizens Against Open Bay Dumping



Sarah J. Taylar-Rogers

Secretuary

Parris N. Glendenin
Governor & Maryland Department of Natural Resources

Kathleen Kennedy Townsend ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW Stanley K. Arthur
Lt. Governor Tawes State Office Building Deputy Secretary
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

March 17, 2000

Ms. Christina E. Correale

Chief, Operations Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

Attention: Mr. Jeffrey McKee

RE: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Public Notice OP-00-01; Proposed New Work and
Maintenance Dredging of Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Maryland - 42 Foot Project -
Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension and Tolchester Channel S-Turn Straightening;
Chesapeake Bay Area; Kent County

Dear Ms. Correale:

The above referenced project has been reviewed by the Department of Natural Resources.
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is proposing new and maintenance dredging of the Baltimore
Harbor and Channels42-FootFederal navigation project and straightening of the Tolchester Channel
S-Turn. The Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension consists of maintenance dredging and new work
dredging to widen the westernmost five miles of channel from 35 feet deep and 450 feet wide to the
authorized project dimension of 35 feet deep and 600 feet wide. The Tolchester S-Turn work
consists of dredging a new straight channel two miles long, 35 feet deep and 600 feet wide to realign
the existing Tolchester S-Turn for navigation safety. Anestimated 2,700,000 cubic yards of material
would be removed from the Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension and 2,800,000 cubic yards would
be removed in the Tolchester Channel S-Turn straightening. The dredged material would be placed
at the Poplar Island Environmental Restoration Project or, if that facility is not available, in the Hart-
Miller Island Dredged Material Containment Facility. The proposed dredging is scheduled to begin
in June 2000 and be completed in February 2001. The Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension would
be dredged first, progressing from west to east, followed by the Tolchester S-Turn straightening.

As we have stated our comments of 8 July 1996 regarding this project and in our comments

Telephone:_ (410) 260-8330

DNR TTY for the Deaf: (410) 260-8835
T Cenn =V QTT_AINRMINR @




Christina E. Correale
March 17, 2000
Page 2

regarding the annual maintenance dredging activities associated with these channels, the proposed
areas of dredging activity are within excellent fishing areas heavily utilized by Chesapeake Bay
sport fishermen during the fall striped bass season. Past experience has demonstrated that the fishing
grounds north of the Bay Bridges offer prime fishing in October with many boats and anglers
participating in the fishery. To avoid potential conflicts with sportfishing activities, the Department
of Natural Resources requests that the proposed dredging for both projects be conducted only during
the period October 1 through March 31. Delaying the start of dredging until October 1st will
minimize dredging activity in areas of heaviest fishing pressure, and as the fall fishing season
progresses, the fish and fishermen will tend to move down the Bay and away from the proposed
dredging sites.

Should you require additional information on this project, please feel free to contact Roland
Limpert of my staff at 410-974-2788.

Sincerely,

Ty D odpemen S

Ray C. Dintaman, Jr., Director
Environmental Review Unit

RCD:RIJL

cc: P. Massicot, DNR-RAS
E. Schwaab, DNR-FS
H. King, DNR-FS
E. Ghigiarelli, MDE
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March 20, 2000
!
|

Colonel Bruce Berwick, District Engineer g

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers i

Baltimore District

Post Office Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

Dear Colonel Berwick:

I am writing to request that the Baltimore District schedule a public meeting on the Eastern |
Shore on the proposal to dredge Brewerton Extension and to dredge and straighten Tolchester
Channel. .
Some of my constituents who are very concerned about these projects have contacted me. They
express serious concerns about the impact that these dredging projects will have on living
resources in the Bay and how that might impact watermen who make their living on the :
Chesapeake Bay, whether these projects are currently warranted given that the C&D Canal
deepening is on hold, and, finally, where the dredged material will be deposited. :

I believe that these three issues are critical and the decision making process should be informed!
by an open public discussion. I

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, |

W%‘.‘ Gil%
Memper of Corgress

wAw. hauszse.gov/glichrest



Maryland
Department of

Housing and
Community
Development

Division of Historical and

Cultural Programs

100 Community Place
Crownsville, Maryland 21032

410-514-7600

1-800-756-0119

Fax: 410-987-4071

Maryland Relay for the Deaf:
1-800-735-2258

http://www.dhcd state.md.us

Parris N. Glendening
Governor

Raymond A. Skinner
Secretary

Marge Wolf
Deputy Secretary

FOU A HOLUSING
BOET AT

March 22, 2000

Mrs. Linda Morrison

Chief, Regulatory Branch

Baltimore District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1715

Dear Mrs. Morrison:

This office has reviewed the following permit application for possible effects to cultural
resources (pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as
amended):

Tolchester Channel Straightcning MD200063222-0101

Dredging to straighten Tolchester Channel has the potential to adversely affect cultural
resources, which may be eligible for inclusion into the National Register of Historic Places.

This portion of the bay features several activity areas, which encompass three centuries of
waterway activities extending from the 17"-20% centuries, from the early historic explorers and
settlers who utilized this section of the Chesapeake Bay for settlements and trading centers, to
the steamboat era of 19% and 20" centuries. The proposed re-alignment has not been
investigated archeologically to define and identify submerged cultural resources including their
integrity and significance.

We request that the Corps defer permit issuance until a Phase I identification survey of the area
is performed. This survey should be carried out by a qualified professional archeologist and
include areas impacted by the project and project equipment. The survey needs to be performed
in accordance with the “Standards and Guidelines for Archeological Investigations in
Maryland” (Shaffer and Cole 1994) and with Archeology and Historic Preservation: Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines (1983). Based upon the results of the survey, we
will be able to determine whether or not the project will affect any cultural resources and make
appropriate recommendations. Further consultation with our office will be necessary to fulfill
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance. We request that you keep the cultural resource
information in thus leticr confidential, to avoid any uniawful aritfuct coilecting. 1f you have aiy
questions or require further information, please contact Dr. Susan Langley (410) 514-7662) or
Mr. Stephen Bilicki (410) 514-7668

Y

Sincerely,

s

) J o P
O

' 4
Dr. Susan BM. Langley—’l-

State, Underwater Archeologist
200000719
cc: Dr. John Seidel
Mr. Robert Rosenbush (Md. Clearinghouse)
Mr. Rick Ayella (MDE)
Ms. Elizabeth J. Cole
Mr. Stephen Bilicki



PLEASE COMPLETE YOUR REVIEW & RECOMMENDATION BEFORE March 14,2000

2ETURN COMPLETED FORM TO: Linda C. Janey, J.D., Manager, Clearinghouse & Plan Review Unit, Maryland Office of Planning,
301 West Preston Street, Room 1104, Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2365

State Application Identifier: MD200CC222-0101 Clearinghouse Contact: Boo Rosencush

Location: ANAR B8CIT BLCO CECL KENT Clearinghouse Phone: (410) 767-2420
TLBT

Applicant: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Description: Public Notice: New Work & Maintenance Dredging Baltimore Harbor & Channels, Brewerton Channel
Eastern Extension, Tolchester Channel S-turn Straightening: placement dredged maternal at Poplar Istand
or Hart-Miller Island

_—__—________—_—————————'—_—__—_———_—————__————_—ﬂ——-—_—————

Based on a Review of the Information Provided, We Have (\/) Checked the Appropriate Determination Below
CONSISTENT RESPONSES - STATE AGENCIES ONLY

C1 It is consistent with our plans, programs. and objectives.

It is consistent with the policies contained in Executive Order 01.01.1992.27 (Maryland Economic Growth, Resource Protection, and

C2 |Planninz Act of 1992), Executive Order 01.01.1998.04 (Smart Growth and Neighborhood Conservation Policy). and our plans. programs.
and objectives. '

(MHT ONLY) I has been determined that the project will have "no effect” on historic properties and that the federal and/or
state historic preservation requirements have been met.

(DNR ONLY) It has been determined that this project is in the Coastal Zone and is not inconsistent with the Maryland
Coastal Zone Management Program.

C3

Cc4

(OP ONLY) It is consistent with the requirements of State Finance and Procurement Article 5-7B-02:.03:04 and 05 Smart Growth and
Neighborhood Conservation (Priority Funding Areas).

'CONSISTENT RESPONSES - COUNTY & LOCAL AGENCIES ONLY

c7

C5 |lt is consistent with our plans, programs, and objectives.

It is consistent with the Economic Growth, Resource Protection, and Planning Visions (Planning Act of 1992), State Finance and
C6 |Procurement Article 5-7B- Smart Growth and Neighborhood Conservation (Priority Funding Areas), and our plans, programs, and
objectives.

Sl  OTHER RESPONSES - ALLAGENCIES =~
GENERALLY CONSISTENT WITH QUALIFYING COMMENTS: [t is generally consistent with our plans, programs and
objectives, but the attached qualifying comment is submitted for consideration.

X R2 CONTINGENT UPON CERTAIN ACTIONS: It is generally consistent with our plans, programs and objectives contingent upon
centain actions being taken as noted in the attached comment.

R1

NOT CONSISTENT: It raises problems concerning compatibility with our plans, programs, objectives, or Planning Act
R3 |visions/policies: or it may duplicate existing program activities, as indicated in the attached comment. If a meeting with the applicant is

requested, please check here. [J
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED:  Additiopal information is required to complete the review. The information
needed is identified below. If an extension of the review period is requested. please check here. [

R4

FURTHER INTEREST: Due to further interest/questions concerning this project, we request that the Clearinghouse set up a
conference with the applicant.

RS

SUPPORTS "Smart Growth" and Federal Executive Order 12072 (Federal Space Management), which directs federal agencies to locate
tacilities in urban areas.

Attach additignal comments if pecessary OR use the spaces below for brief comments. %Y fO d/fdﬂé&{ é%ér
el 3/22/3000.

Name: 5/5(//&//1/5 /5////4/ Signature: WM ’
Organization: /.%//QM ///%%J“/(d ( def Phone: (72 )577' ;/éf(
Address: yaze ZDMIWWCZ‘/ /W (Yﬁl///(.ﬂ/////” . Date Completed: j/,?%/aOOO

- ' AlO3 2 7

R6

BRI ER AN
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RONALD H. FITHIAN Kent County Government Center ) T EDWARD ROBINSON
PRESIDENT 400 High Street COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR
ROCKHALL MO Chestertown. Maryland 21620 JANICE F FLETCHER
Teleph 0-778-7435 :
LARRY B. BECK : Feaizlr:::ﬁo]ﬂ,g_gsz EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT
MEMBER E-MAIL kentcounty@kenicounty com
CHESTERTOWN MD WWW KENICouNty Com ERNEST S. COOKERLY
ATTORNEY TC
W. MICHAEL NEWNAM COMMISSIONERS

MEMBER
CHESTERTOWN, MD

March 28, 2000
District Engineer
U.S. Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District
P.O. Box 1715
Baltimore MD, 21203-1715
Re: Public Notice OP-00-1

Gentlemen:

We wish to formally request scheduling of a public hearing on Public Notice OP-00-1, regarding
the proposed dredging of a new Channel in the area of Tolchester, in the waters of Kent County Maryland.

We urge you to schedule a public hearing on this matter so that all opinions, views and concerns
may be voiced .

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Very truly yours,

THE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF KENT COUNTY, MARYLAND

\?G—‘V\bm\\*l - /};D.a;mw

Rona]d H. Fithian, Pw
ﬂf& ;Zk, Member

K\V\JJ. -M(X)azg@m, gfln'kgr‘w

cc: Larry Simns, Maryland Watermen’s Association
Queen Anne’s County Commissioners

KCC/jkl

Recyciec Pape’



Mary RoE WaLkur . . . Annapolis Office
Legislative District 36 ’ . : 423 Lowe House Office Building
Kent, Queen Anne’s, Cecil, 410-841-3449 - 301-858-3449
Caroline, and Talbot Counties 1-800-492-7122 £x7 3449

Economic Matters Committee District Office
o - 12836 Still Pond Creek Road
wbcommittees Worton, Maryland 21678
Real Estate and Housing , 410-778-6635
Science and Technology z be Q%r}/[an
Unemployment [nsurance B ApPaintm:nz
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401-1991 357 High Street

Chestertown, Maryland

April 3, 2000

District Engineer

United States Army Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District

Post Office Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

Dear Sirs:

It has been brought to my attention that there are plans to dredge a new channel between
Hodges Oyster Bar and an area of Kent County known as Tolchester. This project could
potentially have a dramatic impact on the future of oyster production in this area and I believe
the matter deserves further examination.

I would like to request a public hearing be held on this matter, so that the costs and
benefits of this project can be more extensively evaluated. The involvement of all interested

groups is essential to make sure this project is carried out in an best and most effective manner.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. If I can be of further
assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me.

With best wishes,

Mary Koe Walkup
House of Delegates

MRW:jmh
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7% UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
M 8 REGION Ili ‘
2, ‘\51' 1650 Arch Street
”4( prote’ Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103-2029

Mr. Jeffrey A. McKee

Operations Manager, Operations Division
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Baltimore District

Post Office Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

APR 07 20g

Re: FY 2000-2001 Widening of Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension and Straightening of
Tolchester Channel S-Turn of the Baltimore Harbor & Channels 42-foot Federal
Navigationi Project, Chesapeake Bay, Maryland.

Dear Mr. McKee:

Thank you for your letter dated March 14, 2000 in which you requested comments on the
proposed dredging referenced above and any baseline environmental information within our area
of expertise. You also indicated that the sediments to be dredged were analyzed in FY 1998 to
characterize the chemical and physical properties, and that this information is available for
review.

We feel that it is imperative that our two offices work closely together as you develop the
NEPA documentation for these projects, covering both the specifics of the dredging itself, as
well as the disposal of the material. The quality of the material in the Tolchester Channel area
may be such that any material not placed at the Poplar Island Environmental Restoration Project
could be used for other beneficial environmental uses. This same area also supports significant
shellfish as well as finfish populations, and supports a significant commercial and recreational
fishing habitat. We would like to work with you in ensuring that all potentially adverse
environmental impacts are avoided or minimized.

We are keenly interested in these projects and request that you continue to coordinate
project planning with our office. In the meantime, would you please provide us a copy of the FY
1998 sediment analysis referenced in your letter. Our point of contact for these projects will be
Marria O’Malley Walsh (570-628-9685). Please feel to contact Ms. Walsh or myself with any
questions regarding the above.

Sincerely,

/ /7[}1440 ' M D
Thomas Slenkamp, Acting Director
Office of Environmental Programs

Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474



MARYLAND Office of Planning

Parris N. Glendening . Ronald M. Kreitner

Governor Director

April 11, 2000

Ms. Christina E. Correale
Chief, Operations Division
Baltimore District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD  21203-1715

REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION

State Application Identifier: MD20000222-0101

Description: Public Notice: New Work & Maintenance Dredging Baltimore Harbor & Channels, Brewerton
Channel Eastern Extension, Tolchester Channel S-turn Straightening: placement dredged material at
Poplar Island or Hart-Miller Island

Applicant: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Location: Baltimore City, Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Cecil, Kent, and Talbot Counties

Approving Authority: ARMY

Recommendation: Endorsement Contingent Upon Certain Actions
Dear Ms. Correale:

In accordance with Presidential Executive Order 12372 and Code of Maryland Regulation 14.24.04, the State Clearinghouse
has coordinated the intergovernmental review of the referenced project. This letter with attachments, constitutes the State process
review and recommendation. This recommendation is valid for a period of three years from the date of this letter.

Review comments were requested from the Maryland Departments of Business and Economic Development, Environment,
Housing and Community Development, including the Maryland Historical Trust, Natural Resources, and Transportation;
Baltimore City, Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Cecil, Kent, and Talbot Counties; and the Maryland Office of Planning.

The Maryland Departments of Business and Economic Development, Environment, Natural Resources, and Transportation;
Baltimore City; Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Cecil and Talbot Counties; and the Maryland Office of Planning found this project
to be consistent with their plans, programs, and objectives.

The Maryland Department of Housing and Community Development, including the Maryland Historical Trust and Kent
County stated that their findings of consistency are contingent upon the applicant taking the actions summarized below.

Summary of Comments:

The Maryland Historical Trust asked the Applicant to defer the issuance of any permits pending the completion of a Phase I
Archeological Identification Survey of the affected area. See the attached letter.

Kent County stated that the placement of dredged spoils should be on Poplar or Hart-Miller Islands. See the attached Response
Sheet.

301 West Preston Street # Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2365
State Clearinghouse: (410) 767-4490  Fax: 767-4480



Ms. Christina E. Correale
April 11,2000

Page 2

Any statement of consideration given to the comments should be submitted to the approving authority, with a copy to the
State Clearinghouse. Additionally, the State Application Identifier Number must be placed on any correspondence pertaining
to this project. The State Clearinghouse must be kept informed if the recommendation cannot be accommodated by the approving

authority.

Please remember, you must comply with all applicable state and local laws and regulations. If you have any questions about
the comments contained in this letter or how to proceed, please contact the State Clearinghouse at (410) 767-4490. Also please
complete the attached form and return it to the State Clearinghouse as soon as the status of the project is known. Any
substitutions of this form must include the State Application Identifier Number. This will ensure that our files are complete.

We appreciate your attention to the intergovernmental review process and look forward to your continued cooperation.

LCJ:BR:vh

Enclosures
(* indicates with attachments)

CcC:

Kent - DBED*
Mueller - MDE*
Jones - DHCD*
Dintaman - DNR*
Spalding - MDOT*
Caffrey - ANAR*
Griffin - BCIT*
Svehla - BLCO*
Sennstrom - CECL*
Owings - KENT*
Cowee - TLBT*
Abrams - OPC*
Mammad - OPM*
Sheafor - OPL*

Sincerely,

inda C. Janey, J.D. M

Manager, Clearinghouse & Plan Review Unit



MARYLAND Office of Planning

Parris N. Glendening Ronald M. Kreitner

Governor Director

MEMORANDUM

Please complete this form and return it to the State Clearinghouse upon receipt of notification that the project has been approved
or not approved by the approving authority.

TO: Maryland State Clearinghouse DATE:
Maryland Office of Planning (Please fill in the date form completed)
301 West Preston Street
Room 1104
Baltimore, MD 21201-2365
FROM: PHONE: ( )
(Name of person completing this form.) (Area Code & Phone number)
RE: State Application Identifier: MD20000222-0101
Project Description: Public Notice: New Work & Maintenance Dredging Baltimore Harbor &

Channels, Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension, Tolchester Channel S-turn
Straightening: placement dredged material at Poplar Island or Hart-Miller Island

PROJECT APPROVAL

This project/plan was:

O Approved O Approved with Modification O Disapproved

Name of Approving Authority: Date Approved:

FUNDING APPROVAL
The funding (if applicable) has been approved for the period of
, 199 to , 199 as follows:
Federal: Other:
$ $

OTHER

[J Further comment or explanation is attached

301 West Preston Street » Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2365

OPCH-1F State Clearinghouse: (410) 767-4490  Fax: 767-4480



PLEASE COMPLETE YOUR REVIEW & RECOMMENDATION BEFORE March 14, 2000

SRETURN COMPLETED FORM TO: Linda C. Janey, J.D., Manager, Clearinghouse & Plan Review Unit, Maryland Office of Planning,
301 West Preston Street, Room 1104, Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2365

State Application Identifier: MD20000222-0101 Clearinghouse Contact: Beb Rosentush
Location: ANAR BCIT BLCO CECL KENT Clearinghouse Phone: (310) 767-4420
TLBT
Applicant: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Description: Public Notice: New Work & Maintenance Dredging Baltimore Harbor & Channels, Brewerton Channe

Eastern Extension, Tolchester Channel S-turn Straightening: placement dredged material at Poplar Isiand

or Hart-Miiler island
M
Based on a Review of the Information Provided, We Have (\/) Checked the Appropriate Determination Below ‘

CONSISTENT RESPONSES - STATE AGENCIES ONLY

C1 [Itis consistent with our plans, programs, and objectives.

It is consistent with the policies contained in Executive Order 01.01.1992.27 (Maryland Economic Growth, Resource Protection, and
C2 |Planning Act of 1992), Executive Order 01.01.1998.04 (Smart Growth and Neighborhood Conservation Policy). and our plans, programs.

and objectives.

(MHT ONLY) It has been determined that the project will have "no effect” on historic properties and that die tederal and/or
state historic preservation requirements have been met.

(DNR ONLY) It has been determined that this project is in the Coastal Zone and is not inconsistent with the Maryland
Coastal Zone Management Program.

(OP ONLY) Itis consistent with the requirements of State Finance and Procurement Article 5-7B-02; 03;04 and 05 Smart Growth and
Nexghborhood Conservation (Priority Funding Areas).

~ CONSISTENT RESPONSES - COUNTY & LOCAL AGENCIES ONLY

C5 |t is consistent with our plans, programs, and objectives.

C3

c4

Cc7

It is consistent with the Economic Growth, Resource Protection, and Planning Visions (Planning Act of 1992), State Finance and
C6 |Procurement Article 5-7B- Smart Growth and Neighborhood Conservation (Priority Funding Areas), and our plans, programs, and

ObJ ectives.

. OTHER RESPONSES - ALL AGENCIES

GENERALLY CONSISTENT WITH QUALIFYING COMMENTS: It is generally consistent with our plans, programs and
objectives, but the attached qualifying comment is submitted for consideration.

CONTINGENT UPON CERTAIN ACTIONS: It is generally consistent with our plans, programs and objectives contingent upon
certain actions being taken as noted in the attached comment.

NOT CONSISTENT: [t raises problems concerning compatibility with our plans, programs, objectives, or Planning Act
R3 |visions/policies; or it may duplicate existing program activities, as indicated in the attached comment. If a meeting with the applicant is

R1

X | R2

requested, please check here. []
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED:  Additional information is required to complete the review. The information
needed is identified below. If an extension of the review period is requested, please check here. [J

R4

FURTHER INTEREST: Due (o further interest/questions concerning this project, we request that the Clearinghouse set up a
conference with the applicant.
SUPPORTS "Smart Growth" and Federal Executive Order 12072 (Federal Space Management), which directs federal agencies to locate

facilities in urban areas.
“Placorrontt oF Dredy Spoil 1o

RS

R6

Attach additional comments if necessary OR use the spaces below for brief comments.

Popul - ] \ ~ KENT COUNTY
Uepartment of Plarming zndZoning
County Government Cantar
Name: Gai \Wdce OudnCS Signature: 400 High Straci
o ' Chestertown, Maryland 21020
Organization: Phone: { )
Address: Date Completed: 3I9/00

1 Qadoudess Souxo

OPCH 1A



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
BALTIMORE DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0. BOX 1715
BALTIMORE, MD 21203-1715

REPLY TO Aprll 13, 2000

ATTENTION OF

Operations Division

SUBJECT: Public Information Workshop on the Proposed New Work and Maintenance Dredging
Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Maryland - 42-Foot Project - Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension
Widening and Tolchester Channel S-Turn Straightening

PUBLIC NOTICE - OP-00-2

NOTICE OF PUBLIC INFORMATION WORKSHOP

COMMENT PERIOD: April 13, 2000 to May 8, 2000

Public Information Workshop to be held from 1:00 to 8:00 p.m.
On Thursday, April 27, 2000
At the Radisson Hotel Annapolis, Kent Room
210 Holiday Court
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
(Exit 22 off Routes 50 and 301, entrance off Riva Road)

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

Notice is hereby given that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer District, Baltimore will hold a public
information workshop pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1977 to consider the proposed
widening and maintenance dredging of the Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension and proposed
straightening of the Tolchester Channel S-Turn of the Baltimore Harbor & Channels 42-Foot Federal
navigation project. The Baltimore District issued Public Notice OP-00-1 on February 18, 2000 describing
the proposed dredging. The District received several requests for public meetings and public hearings in
response to the Public Notice.

The purpose of the Public Information Workshop is to afford all interested persons the opportunity
to present their views regarding the proposed work. All interested parties, including representatives of
Federal agencies, State and Local Governments, and private individuals and organizations, are invited to
attend or to be represented. Oral statements will be heard, but for accuracy and completeness of the
record, all data in support of, or in opposition to the proposed work should be submitted in writing, setting
forth sufficient detail to furnish a clear understanding of the reasons for support or opposition. Written
statements may be either mailed or to the District Engineer prior to the Workshop or submitted at the
workshop. Written Comments will continue to be accepted until May 8, 2000.

The Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension work consists of maintenance dredging of the 35-foot
deep channel to remove existing shoaling and new work dredging to widen the western five miles of the
channel from 450 feet wide to the authorized project width of 600 feet wide. The River and Harbor Act of
July 3, 1958 authorized construction of the project to 35 feet deep and 600 feet wide. The Tolchester
Channel S-Turn work consists of dredging a new straight channel 2 miles long, 35 feet deep, and 600 feet
wide to realign the existing Tolchester Channel S-Turn for navigation safety. The Water Resources
Development Act of 1999 authorized straightening of the Tolchester Channel S-Turn. The proposed work
is to provide a 35 foot deep channel and not to provide a deeper channel. The dredging will include two
feet of advanced maintenance dredging and two feet of allowable overdepth dredging. The plans and
location of the proposed work are shown on the enclosed map.



3]

Approximately 2,700,000 cubic yards of material from the Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension
and 2,800,000 cubic yards of material from the Tolchester Channel S-Turn, consisting primarily of mud,
silt, sand, shell and mixtures thereof, would be dredged by clamshell and scow, hydraulic pipeline, and/or
hopper dredge. The material will either be placed at the 640-acre Poplar Island Environmental Restoration
Project located on the eastern side of the Chesapeake Bay northwest of Tilghman Island in Talbot County,
or the State of Maryland will provide the 1,140-acre Hart-Miller Island dredged material containment
facility located in the upper Chesapeake Bay near the mouth of Back River in Baltimore County for the
deposition of material from the proposed dredging. Dredging is scheduled to commence in July 2000 and
to be completed in February 2001. The Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension would be dredged first,
progressing from west to east, followed by the Tolchester Channel S-Turn straightening.

The decision whether to accomplish the proposed work will be based on an evaluation of the
probable impact, including cumulative impacts, of the proposed work on the public interest. The decision
will reflect the national concern for the protection and utilization of important resources. The benefits
which reasonably may be expected to accrue from the proposal must be balanced against its reasonably
foreseeable detriments. All factors which may be relevant to the proposal will be considered; among those
are conservation, economics, aesthetics, energy needs, general environmental concerns, fish and wildlife
values, wetlands, historic and cultural values, navigation, shoreline erosion and accretion, water quality,
flood hazards, flood plain values, land use, recreation, safety, food production, and in general, the needs
and the welfare of the people. The work will not be accomplished unless it is found to be in the public
interest.

Written comments regarding the proposed work and related factors described above must be
received by the District Engineer, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District, P.O. Box 1715,
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715 within the comment period specified above to receive consideration.
Please contact Mr. Jeffrey McKee at (410) 962-5657 if there are any questions regarding the proposed
work.

Please communicate the foregoing information concerning the proposed work to any persons
known by you to be interested, and who not being known to this office, do not receive a copy of this

notice.
Christina E. Correale
Chief, Operations Division
Enclosure
Map of Dredging Area and

Dredged Material Placement Area
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RONALD H. FITHIAN Kent County Government Center T. EDWARD ROBINSON
PRESIDENT 400 High Street COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

ROCK HALL. MD
Chestertown, Maryland 21620
Telephone 410-778-7435 JANICE F. FLETCHER

LARRY B. BECK Facsimile 419.778.7482 EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT
MEMBER E-MAIL kentcounty @kentzounty com
CHESTERTOWN MD www KENtcounty com ERNEST S. COOKERLY
ATTORNEY TO
W. MICHAEL NEWNAM COMMISSIONERS

MEMBER
CHESTERTOWN MD

April 18, 2000

District Engineer

U.S. Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District

P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore MD, 21203-1715

Re: Public Notice OP-00-2
Gentlemen:

We wish to formally request that a public information workshop be located in Kent County on
Public Notice OP-00-2, regarding the proposed dredging of a new Channel in the area of Tolchester. The
proposed dredging and channel modification is positioned on the Kent County shoreline and may impact the
residents of Kent County. We acknowledge the public information workshop scheduled in Annapolis on
April 27 and urge that the location be changed or an additional workshop be provided at a venue more
convenient to the residents of Kent County. We wish to ensure that all parties effected and concerned be
apprised of this project and have the opportunity to voice concerns.

Please contact this office if you wish additional information. Thank you for your attention to this
matter.

Very truly yours,

THE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF KENT COUNTY, MARYLAND

L) \4. Dl s

Ronald H. Fithian, President

. W\VQQQMC_

W. Michael Newnam, Member

KCC/jkl
cc: Larry Simns, Maryland Watermen’s Association
Queen Anne’s County Commissioners

Recyoes Paper
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L7 % MARYLAND SALTWATER SPORTFISHERMENS ASSOCIATION, INC.

2

%)

7626 Baltimore & Annapolis Blvd., Glen Burnie, MD 21060-3530
(410) 768-8666, FAX (410) 768-5988

April 20, 2000

Jeffrey McKee

District Engineer

Baltimore District

I S. Armv Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Dear Mr. McKee,

On behalf of the Maryland Saltwater Sportfishermen’s Association (MSSA)
which is composed of over 6,500 conservation-minded members, we would like to voice
our displeasure with the Corps concerning the scheduling of the Public Information
Workshep-Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension Widening and Tolchester Channel S-
Turn Siraightening.

We hope that this important public meeting (workshop) was inadvertently
scheduled two days after the start of Maryland’s striped bass season. Recreational and
charterboat fishermen have made plans for several months to participate in one of
Maryland’s most exciting fisheries, which starts on April 25" The recreational and
charterboat industry, as well as the commercial watermen, will feel the brunt of this very
harmful environmental proposal. We find it hard to comprehend that the Corps could not
take the time to communicate with the various state agencies in reference to any conflicts
concerning holding a public hearing.

The MSSA feels that the Corps or whoever was behind the initiation of this
proposal, had no consideration for the fishing community by scheduling this hearing on
this date which will make it difficult for the recreational and charterboat fishing
community to be present to air their views. As important as this issue is to the
stakeholders of the Chesapeake Bay giving a nine day notice via the newspaper is not
enough time for these stakeholders to rearrange their work schedules or to cancel
previous scheduled activities to attend this meeting.

We urge the Corps to cancel this meeting for at least a couple of months and give

at ieast a 3 to 4 week notice of the workshop. If you truly want public comments you
should consider our recommendation.

MISSION OF THE MSSA: The MSSA Is Working To Provide A Unified Voice To Preserve and Protect the Rights, Traditions, and the Future of Recreational Fishing



You have heard public comments concerning Site 104 from the various
stakeholders throughout the bay. In our opinion, this issue is just as controversial as Site
104 itself. We will not comment on the environmental problems that this project would
cause at this time. We are only asking for a fair opportunity to give comment on this
hazardous situation.

Thank you in advance for your consideration to this all-important matter.

Sincerely,
Richard Novotny /?

Executive Director



HEAD OFFICE

WORLD TRADE CENTER
401 EAST PRATT STREET
26TH FLOOR

NSCSA (AMEFHCA) INC. BALTIMORE. MD 21202

PHONE: 410-625-7000
1-800-732-0204
FAX: 410-625-7050

TELEX: 49616894 NSCSA Ul

April 26, 2000

Colonel Bruce A. Berwick, P.E.

District Engineer

Baltimore District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

P.O. Box 1715 .
Baltimore, Maryland 21203

Subject: Support for Improvements to the Brewerton and Tolchester Channels to the
Port of Baltimore

Dear Colonel Berwick,

We as general agents for National Shipping Company of Saudi Arabia urge you to follow
through with the improvements to the Brewerton and Tolchester Channels with out delay.

Our vessels routinely transit these channels and have on occasion gone aground due to the
tight maneuvering through them.

Please give your utmost concern to the badly needed improvements and maintenance
required for the above subject channels.

Best regards,

Steven J. Webster
Marine Operati

Cc; Capt. lan airns, V.P. Operations / RoRo / Breakbulk Service

BRANCH OFFICE: 399 HOES LANE « SUITE 100 » PISCATAWAY, NJ 08854
PHONE: 732-562-8989 « 1-800-362-7452 « FAX: 732-562-0909 * TELEX: 49618818 NSCSA Ul



ASSOCIATION OF MARYLAND PILOTS

3720 DILLON STREET | BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21224-5239 7 (410) 276-1337 © FAX! (410) 276-1364
PRESIDENT'S FAX: (410) 276-4197 . CABLE:! MARPILOT BALTIMORE I TELEX: 87-574

April 26, 2000

Colonel Bruce A. Berwick
District Engineer

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O.Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Dear Colonel Berwick,

This letter will express our full support for straightening the Tolchester Channel and
widening the Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension. These projects are of vital concern to our
membership, to users of the Port of Baltimore and to other port and Chesapeake Bay interests
regarding navigation safety in the approach channels to the Port of Baltimore. These two
projects are of high priority and address the navigational needs of vessels calling at the port, and
we are requesting that you complete them as expeditiously as possible.

Tolchester Channel was originally designed to utilize natural deep water in order to
minimize dredging costs and allow for increases in vessel loads. This resulted in the creation of
an “S” turn at the northern end of the channel. As vessel size has increased, the ““S” turn has
become more difficult and groundings have resulted. Subsequent modifications and additional
buoys have addressed the problem, but only in part. Pilots continue to report close calls and near
misses, especially during periods of reduced visibility and during winter ice. A straightened
channel will have many advantages, increasing navigational safety, reducing the potential for
maritime accidents and thereby helping to protect the Chesapeake Bay environment.

Widening the Brewerton Extension to 600 feet was authorized under the Baltimore Fifty-
foot Channel Project, and is long overdue. This channel section is only 450 feet in width, a
width that lies well below Corps of Engineers criteria for channel design, especially since the
area is exposed to high winds and cross currents. Under adverse wind and weather conditions, a
vessel is forced to “crab” through this narrow channel section, sweeping a path much wider than
the beamn of the vessel. We consider this an extremely important safety issue and a; ;gh priority
issue.

2 - 1[’5'_' ' LN

2 «PILOT. :




Colonel Bruce A. Berwick
April 26, 2000
Page Two

Tolchester and Brewerton Extension channels are part of the northern approach channels
from the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal to Baltimore, and form part of an important waterway
serving the port. The channel system is used by large container ships and auto carriers and
many other vessels. As ships have grown in size, the need to make minor modifications in the
channel system have become apparent. With the cooperation and guidance of the Corps of
Engineers, some of those modifications have been achieved. But problem areas still remain, and
we request that you act to complete the Tolchester straightening and the Brewerton Extension
Widening at the earliest possible date.

We are happy to provide this written documentation along with our spoken testimony in
support of early accomplishment of these crucial channel modification projects. We will be
pleased to provide you with any additional information you may require.

Yours truly,

A p ST~

Captain Michael R. Watson
President



EVERGREEN AMERICA CORPORATION

BALTIMORE OFFICE
3435 BOXN HILL CORPORATE CENTER DRIVE. SUITE GO ABINGDON A ARYLAND 21000
TEL: 443, 987-5000

April 27.2000 W

Colonel Bruce A. Berwick, P.E.
District Engineer

Baltimore District

U.S. Amay Coips of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

SUBJECT: SUPPORT FOR IMPROVEMENTS TO THE BREWERTON AND
TOLCHESTER CHANNELS TO THE PORT OF BALTIMORE

Dear Colonel Berwick,

Evergreen Marine Corporation is a major customer of the Port of Baltimore. and the largest
containerized shipping line calling the Port. We have weekly vessel calls to Baltimore, and have
historically been a heavy user of the C&D Canal access route to the Port.

Evergreen has advocated improvements to the C&D Canal. and the related approach channels. for
some time now. In fact, we are disappointed at the slow implementation of these improvements.

The Tolchester S-Turn is dangerous. Our ships must make several course corrections within a
short distance. This channel would be much safer if it were straightened. The Brewerton Channel is too
narrow and requires widening. This would improve safety.

Evergreen Marine Corporation is considering consolidating its business in either the Port of

Baltimore or Norfolk. The channel improvements to the C&D Canal route will be a major consideration of
ours in making this decision. Evergreen urges that these improvements be constructed as soon as possible.

Evergreen America Corporation

L/

; i/ Z{M 2 —
’/WS

Junior Vice President
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&& Hapag-Lioyd

Hapag-Lloyd (America) Inc. * 6610 Tributary Street « Suite 310 * Baltimore. Maryland 21224

Hapag-Lloyd (America) Inc.

6610 Tributary Street
Suite 310
Baltimore, Maryland 21224

Telephone: (410) 633-3199
Fax: (410) 633-5697

Monday May 1, 2000

Colonel Bruce A. Berwick, P.E.
District Engineer

Baitimore District

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

RE: Proposed New Work and Maintenance Dredging: Brewertown
Channel Eastern Extension and Tolchester Channel S-turn Straightening

Dear Colonel Berwick,

| am replying to Public Notice -OP-00-2 regarding the proposed new
work and maintenance dredging in the Brewertown Channel Eastern
Extension Widening and Tolchester Channel S-Turn Straightening.

The Brewertown and Tolchester channels must be improved. Our
shipping line uses the C+D Canal and its related approach channels for most
of our ships calling Baltimore. The system is non-competitive and unsafe by
today’s standards. We urge the Corps of Engineers to proceed immediately
with widening of the Brewerton Channel and straightening of the Tolchester
Channel.

With the same emphasis our company would like to endorse our strong
support for Site 104and hope that the Baltimore Corps of Engineers’ Record
of Decision will support this initiative.

Sincerely

St Yk

Marty Urlock



FMC OTI License No. 0010N/F
Y2K Compliant

Colonel Bruce A. Berwick, P.E.

District Engineer

Baltimore District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

P.O.Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203 May 2, 2000

RE: Proposed New Work and Maintenance Dredging: Brewerton
Channel Eastern Extension Widening and Tolchester channel S-
Turn Straightening

Dear Colonel Berwick:

1 am replying to Public Notice-OP-00-2 regarding the proposed new work
and maintenance dredging in the Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension
Widening and Tolchester Channel S-Turn Straightening.

The Brewerton and Tolchester channels must be improved. Our shipping line
uses the C&D Canal and it’s related approach channels for most of our ships
calling at Baltimore. The system is non- competitive and unsafe by today’s
shipping standards. We urge the Corps of Engineers to proceed immediately
with widening of the Brewerton Channel and straightening of the Tolchester
Channel.

With the same emphasis our company would like to endorse our strong
support or site 104 and hope that the Baltimore Corps of Engineers Record of
Decision will support this initiative.

Very truly yours,

cC: Richard J. Gutierrez, Executive Vice-President
cc: John Ryan, General Manager
cC: James J. White, Executive Director
Maryland Port Administration
The World Trade Center
Baltimore, MD 21202-3041
cc: Victoria Richards
Maryland Port Administration
The World Trade Center
Baltimore, MD 21202-3041
Tel: 410/385-4791
Fax: 410/385-4790

PRINTED

SOY INKS




HUAL HUAL NORTH AMERICA

Colonel Bruce A. Berwick, P.E.
District Engineer

Baltimore District

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

RE: Proposed New Work and Maintenance Dredging: Brewerton
Channel Eastern Extension Widening and Tolchester Channel
S-Turn Straightening

Dear Colonel Berwick:

I am replying to Public Notice-OP-00-2 regarding the proposed new work and
Maintenance dredging in the Brewerton Channel Extension Widening and Tolchester
Channel S-Tumn Straightening.

The Brewerton and Tolchester channels must be improved. Our shipping line uses
the C&D Canal and its related approach channels for the most of our ships calling at
Baltimore. The system in non-competitive and unsafe by today’s shipping standards.
We urge the Corps of Engineers to proceed immediately with widening of the Brewerton
Channel and straightening of the Tolchester Channel.

With the same emphasis our company would like to endorse our strong support for
Site 104 and hope that the Baltimore Corps of Engineers’ Record of Decision will
support this initiative.

Very truly yours,

e

Harry Hussein—
National Sales Manager Automotive
For HUAL North America

HUAL North America Inc. Maritime Center i, Point Breeze Business Center, 2310 Broening Highway, Suite 165, Baltimore, MD 21224
Phone: (410) 631-5708 Fax: (410) 631-5718 Telex: 6844137 AUTOWIL
Jericho, NY (Main Office): Phone (516) 935-1600, Fax (516) 935-2604  Jacksonvilie, FL: Phone (904) 696-7750. Fax (904) €96-7760
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Colonel Bruce A. Berwick, P.E. : _ ™
District Engineer //V/{L
Baltimore District :

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

SUBJECT: Response to the Public Notice OP-00-2 regarding the Brewerton Channel
Eastern Extension Widening and Tolchester Channel S-Turn Straightening

Dear Colonel Berwick:

Atlantic Container Line (ACL) strongly supports the proposed improvements to
the Brewerton and Tolchester approach channels to the Port of Baltimore. These
improvements to the approach channels of the C&D Canal access route are essential.

The C&D Canal access route to the Port of Baltimore is not as safe as it could be.
There are three major issues with the route: 1) it is too shallow at only 35 feet, 2) the
Tolchester S-Turn is dangerous because it requires five course changes within a short
distance, and 3) the Brewerton Channel is too narrow. All of these factors mean that the
access route is not as competitive or attractive as it could be. Improving the Tolchester
S-Turn and Brewerton Channels as soon as possible will help significantly.

Atlantic Container Line is an important player in the Port of Baltimore. ACL has
52 ship calls per year into the Port. We use the C&D Canal route frequently and
especially when our ships are behind schedule. We would likely use the Canal route
more if it were improved.

We encourage the Corps of Engineers to proceed with these projects as soon as
possible.

Very Truly Yours,

Phil Sybert * ,

Baltimore Port Manager
Atlantic Container Line



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
* Chesapeake Bay Field Oftice
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive
Annapolis, MD 21401

May 5, 2000

Colonel Bruce A. Berwick
District Engineer

U.S. Armmy Corps of Engineers
P.O.Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Attn:  Jeffrey McKee

Re: Brewerton Channel Eastern
Extension and Tolchester Channel S-
Turn Realignment

Dear Colonel Berwick:

The responds to Public Notice OP-00-1 dated February 18, and Mr. McKee's letter dated March
14, 2000, requesting comments on the dredging proposed for the Brewerton Channel Eastern
Extension and the realignment of the Tolchester Channel S-turn. The following comments are
submitted in accordance with provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401,
as amended: 16 U.S.C. 661 ef seq.) and Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as
amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 ef seq.).

The work in the Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension involves the dredging of 400,000 cubic
yards of sediment to maintain the existing channel and 2.300,000 cubic yards to accomplish the
authorized widening from 450 to 600 feet. The work in the Tolchester Channel involves
dredging 3,000,000 cubic yards of material from a new authorized channel scction which would
replace the S-turn section. The dredged material would be placed at the Poplar Island
Environmental Restoration Project. Some of the material may be deposited at the Hart-Miller
Containment Facility if necessary to avoid overloading the Poplar Island Project. The widening
of the Brewerton Extension channel would increase the annual maintenance dredging
requirement by approximately 69.300 cubic yards. The Tolchester S-turn realignment. which 1s
shorter and narrower than the existing route, is projected to decrease the annual maintenance
dredging requirement by 43,000 cubic yards.



Because of the difficulty in providing long-term dredged material disposal sitcs for the channels
serving Baltimore Harbor, the Service is always concerned about the impact of “new work”
projects on available disposal capacity. However, the proposed projects appear warranted to
maintain safe and efficient use of the existing 35-foot deep channels. We understand that the
hydrodynamic studies conducted by the Waterways Experiment Station have indicated that
currents in the Tolchester Channel will not be significantly altered by the straightening. The
sediment grain size and chemical composition are generally similar to that of the routine
maintenance material from this area. No adverse biological impacts beyond those associated
with normal project maintenance are expected.

There have been recent captures of shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) in the area
between the Patapsco River and Pooles Island. This species, which is Federally listed as
endangered, has been known to suffer mortality during certain types of dredging operations.
Since this species is under the jurisdiction of the National Marine Fisheries Service, we
recommend that you contact John Nichols of the Oxford, MD office at (410) 226-5771. Except
for occasional transient individuals, no other Federally listed or proposed endangered or
threatened species under our jurisdiction are known to exist in the project impact area.
Therefore, no Biological Assessment or further Section 7 Consultation pursuant to the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 is required with the Fish and wildlife Service. Should project
plans change, or if additional information on listed or proposed species becomes available, this
determination may be reconsidered.

In conclusion, the Service has no objection to the project. If there are any questions, please
contact George Ruddy at (410) 573-4528..

Supervisor
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
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Colonel Bruce A. Berwick
District Engineer

U.S. Corps. of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Dear Colonel Berwick:

We, as the largest oil barging company in Maryland, fully support both the widening of
the Brewerton Channel eastern extension and for straightening the “S” area of Tolchester
Channel. These two safety improvements are of utmost importance to the environment of the
Chesapeake Bay, the shipping interests, and to the Port of Baltimore.

As recently as on Tuesday, April 18, 2000, at 1330 hrs., the oil barge ST#112, was hard
grounded at the turn near Brewerton Channel, heading to Baltimore. This 420’ barge was
carrying 100,000 BBLS. #6 fuel. With 100 ft. of her stern down and her bow high and dry, there
could have been a possible oil spill of over four million gallons of black oil. With 25 knot
winds, a Vane Bunkering barge and tug were contacted to lighter the vessel. This was within two
hours of her grounding. Thus a major oil spill was avoided, and the tow was back in the channel
sailing to Baltimore at 0230 hrs.

This is a dangerous shoal area and The Vane Brothers Co. requests that the Corps. of
Engineers act quickly to dredge,widen and straighten these dangerous channels to make them
environmentally safe for the Chesapeake Bay and for ships sailing to and from Bailtimore.

We would be pleased to give you further documentation on this occurrence, if necessary.

ys Truly, -
Wl L,

Charles F. Hughes, Chairman

A Century of Maritime Excellence

Pier 11, Canton * 4209 Newgate Ave.. Baltimore, MD 21224
Tel (410) 631-7773 » 24-Hour Tel (410) 631-5096 * Fax (410) 631-7781 » www.vanebros.com
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Colonel Bruce A. Berwick, P.E. % oC

District Engineer A«@

Baltimore District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineer
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203

RE: Proposed New York Work and Maintenance Dredging: Brewerton Channel
Eastern Extension Widening and Tolchester Channel S-Turn Straightening

Dear Colonel Berwick,

I am replying to Public Notice — OP-00-2 regarding the proposed new work and
maintenance dredging in the Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension Widening and
Tolchester Channel S-Turn Straightening.

The Brewerton and Tolchester channels must be improved. Our shipping line uses
the C&D Canal and its related approach channels for most of our ships calling at
Baltimore. This will not only aid vessels passing through the channel, but make it safer
for all users of the channel and nearby land. We urge the Corps of Engineers to proceed
immediately with widening of the Brewerton Channel and straightening of the Tolchester
Channel.

With the same emphasis our company would like to endorse our strong support for

Site 104 and hope that the Baltimore Corps of Engineers’ Record of Decision will
support this initiative.

Very truly yours,

t%/ é&/ o

Reg10na] General Manager
4 s72400

World Trade Center ® 401 E. Pratt Street » Suite 655 ¢ Baltimore, MD 21202 ¢ Tel: (410) 468-1300 » Fax: (410) 468-1323



Maryland Port Administration
The World Trade Center
Balumore, Maryland 21202-3041

Colonel Bruce A. Berwick, P.E.
District Engineer

Baltimore District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

May 5, 2000

Parris N. Glendening
Governor

Maryland Port Commission
John D. Porcari
Chairman

J. Owen Cole

Calvin E. Drummond
Thomas T. Koch
Miiton H. Miller, Sr.
Fred L. Wineland
David L. Winstead

James J. White
Executive Director

SUBJECT: Response to Public Notice OP-00-2 regarding the Brewerton Channel
Eastern Extension Widening and Tolchester Channel S-Turn Straightening

Dear Colonel Berwick:

I am writing to reiterate to you the strong support of the Maryland Port Administration/
Maryland Department of Transportation for the widening of the Brewerton Channel and the
straightening of the Tolchester Channel. I believe that these channel improvement projects are
critical to both the continued safety, and the competitive position, of the Port of Baltimore.

Our shipping line customers, and the Association of Maryland Pilots, have been asking
for these projects for several years. Over the years, we have heard repeatedly that the several
course changes required to navigate the Tolchester Channel have resulted in close calls relative
to possible grounding of the ships. Widening the Brewerton Extension was, as you know,
authorized many years ago and is long past due. The 450 feet channel width is well below Corps
of Engineers’ criteria for channel design. Both of these improvements are vital to keeping the
C&D Canal channel system to Baltimore competitive and safe. While these improvements have
heen » goal of hoth of ours for several years. the increasing size of ships using this channel

system make these modifications even more critical.

The maritime community in Baltimore is fully supportive of these channel improvement
projects, which I believe you will see in the response to your public notice asking for comments.

The Maryland Port Administration/Maryland Department of Transportation
(MPA/MDOT) has worked with the Maryland Congressional Delegation over the last several
years to obtain the necessary authorizations and appropriations for these improvement projects.
Our Congressional Delegation has been successful in this regard and is supportive of these
projects. I think it would be a huge mistake if these projects were not to go forward.

1-800-638-7519

TDD/TT: 410-684-6919

®



Colonel Berwick
Page Two

I thank you for your continued help and support of the Port of Baltimore. Iurge you to
proceed with implementation of the Tolchester Channel straightening and Brewerton Channel
widening projects as soon as possible.

Cc:  Kathy Broadwater
Frank Hamons
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= MEDITERRANEAN SHIPPING COMPANY (USA) INC.

Colonel Bruce A. Berwick, P.E.
District Engineer

Baltimore District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
£.0.Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

RE: Proposed New Work and Maintenance Dredging: Brewerton Channel Eastern
Extension Widening and Tolchester Channel S-Turn Straightening

Dear Colonel Berwick:

[ am replying to Public Notice —OP-00-2 regarding the proposed new work and
maintenance dredging in the Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension Widening and Tolchester
Channel S-Turn Straightening.

The Brewerton and Tolchester channels must be improved. Our shipping iine uses the
C&D Canal and its related approach channels for most of our ships cailing at Baltimore. The

system in non-competitive and unsafe by today’s shipping standards.

We urge the Corps of Engineers to proceed immediately with widening of the Brewerton
Channel and straightening of the Tolchester Channel.

sincer

Capt.E.Lorenzo Di Casagrande
Vice President

2200 BROENING HIGHWAY STE. 235 « BALTIMORE, MD 21224 « TEL (410) 631-7567 « FAX (410) 631-7575 « TELEX 4422064



2 Woodbine Circle Cet dE

Elkton, MD 21921
May 7, 2000 G-AoO
of
Col. Bruce A. Berwick AL
District Engineer ocC
USACE - Baltimore
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21303-1715

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS ABOUT PROPOSED DREDGING AND PLACEMENT
ACTIONS — BREWERTON AND TOLCHESTER PROJECTS

Dear Col. Berwick:
This letter responds to Public Natice — OP-00-2 dated April 13, 2000.

My previous letter (March 8, 2000) dealt with proposed dredging in the Brewerton
Channel Eastemn Extension and the Tolchester Channel §-Tum and requested a public
hearing in accord with Public Notice - OP-00-1. | am disappointed the District had only
a Public Information Workshop on April 27 and did not have a public hearing so that all
interested parties could hear each other’s concems about the proposed dredging
activities. | was further disappointed to find that, even though | had requested a hearing
and filed substantive comments on March 8, | was not on the District’s notification list for
the (one and only) workshop. Unfortunately, | could not attend because | was
prescheduled to be in Arizona that week — hence this second letter.

Both Public Notices state: “The decision whether to accomplish the ptoposed
work will be based on an evaluation of the probable impact, including cumulative
impacts, of the proposed work in the public interest. ... The work will not be
accomplished unless it is found to be in the public interest” In view of

a. the insufficient economic justification (jatter: JMW to CENAB; March 8,2000)

b. the absence of significant safety justification (memo: HQUSACE to CENAB;

July 7, 1997), and

c. clearly adverse (and unassessed) environmental impacts,
| believe that you have a more than adequate basis to conclude that neither the
Brewerton Eastem extension nor the Tolchester S-Tum projects should be undertaken.
I urge you to rationally and responsibly conclude that, on balance, these projects are
NOT in the public interest.

TOLCHESTER CHANNEL S-TURN STRAIGHTENING:

This dredging project is a classic example of what is wrong with the national
navigational dredging program. The sequence of its development was:
1. When first proposed by the Maryland Port Administration (MPA), Corps
Headgquarters (HQUSACE) determined that the project’s scope and magnitude was
too large for it to be categorized and performed as *maintenance”.

?ou&\a‘?’-}



2. Then, economic analysis by the Philadelphia District (CENAP), even with
excessively unrealistic assumptions about traffic levels, was unable to conjure up a
justifying benefit-to-cost ratio (BCR).

3. The Baltimore District (CENAB) then proposed the project as being needed for
safety reasons — but HQUSACE found the rationale to be insufficiently
substantiated.

4. Because the project could not be justified economically, and could not be
substantiated as needed for safety reasons, the MPA tumed to Congress to overrule
the Corps’ process.

5. Finally, Congress (WRDA-89) directed that the project be performed as
“maintenance’. [see foregoing item 1]

The Tolchester S-Tum project is a flagrant waste of taxpayer resources and has
severe adverse environmental impacts [see comments of others, including Chesapeake
Bay watermen]; | urge you to conclude that it should not be implemented.

BREWERTON CHANNEL EASTERN EXTENSION WIDENING:

My prior letter cited numerous problems (inadequacies and inaccuracies) with the
economic justification of the Brewerton Extension widening. Additional concems and

questions are outlined below.

BASIC PREMISE: Large vessels cannot pass each other safely in the 450-ft wide
Brewerton channel. They must either wait at a secure location or bypass the Brewerton
channel via the longer Craighill-Swan Point route. Widening would (hopefully) save
time and $$$ for vessels using the northem approach channel to the Port of Baltimore.

This premise is countered by the statements *... the Brewerton Extension of the
Baltimore Harbor approach ... is considered a one-way channel for larger vessels. The
one-way arrangement is not considered a serious constraint due to the short
channel length.®  (Emphasis added) Ref.: Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension;
Limited Reevaluation Report and Environmental Assessment, Appendix F; Economics;
Existing Conditions Report, DRIMcGraw-Hill; August 1997, p. 116.

COMMENTS and QUESTIONS:

o If vessels wait ... where? The report is vague and says "in port’ or “Tolchester area’.
Provide substantive, credible documentation that vessels do indeed wait because of
‘congestion’ to use the one-way Brewerton Channel. Indicate what types and sizes
of vassels actually have their schedules adversely impacted.

e The study assessed the transit times of vessels inbound via the C&D Canal to
Baltimore for the limited time period of 1Q93. [Ref: Brewerton Channel Eastem
Extension, Maryland; Limited Reevaluation and Environmental Assessment, Final
Report; August 1997; p.118.] That data (the only quantification) suggested that
possibly a maximum of 5 of 160 transits needed to by-pass the Brewerton channel.
That indicates a maximum of 3.1% of the ‘northern route’ fleet might have needed to
wait ... and that coresponds to <1% of the total inbound traffic to the Port. This

PQ%QOCL}



would seem to confirm the above statement that the one-way arrangement is NOT a
serious constraint!

What is the size and composition of the fieet actually using the Brewerton Channel?
The report only provides information on the totality of vessels using the Port of
Baltimore ... not the subset arriving and departing via the Brewerton route.

What is the future size and composition of the fleet projected to use the Brewerton
Channel? What portion of the fleet would benefit from widening? (l.e., vessels with
beam > ft.) Without such details, any possible economic benefits accruing from
widening the channel cannot be ascertained.

The “design vessel” for the project is a Panamax containership 965 ft long with 106-
ft beam (4000 TEU per EGM 99-05). The report indicates that 32% of the Brewerton
fleet (C&D Canal) are containerships. However, in 1998, containerships accounted
for 194 of the 747 vessels using the C&D Canal ... or 26%. Of those containarships,
only 16 were ‘pure’ containerships in the 3000-4200 TEU range (105-106 ft beam).
There were 5 additional combination RoRo/Cont vessels that used the Canal route.
Thus only about 3% of the Brewerton route users in 1998 were similar to the *design
vessel. Was that a good choice? Should some other vessel! size have been

selected?

The premise suggests that, for some vessels, transit time in using the northern
approach route (C&D Canal) will be saved by not having "to wait" at some location.
What documentation exists that such time will be effectively utilized? None was
provided in the District's analysis and report. Recent citizen analysis of
containership activity at the Port has found that, for vessels armiving via the C&D
Canal route, the average wait at berth before unloading commencas is 7.6 hours.
[Details available upon request.] This value is far greater than the 1.25 — 1.5 hours
claimed in the current study to be “saved” by vessels not having to bypass the
Brewerton Channel Eastem Extension. [Note that the referenced CENAB report
found that 3546% of the Baltimore fleet was comprised of csllular containerships.]

The calculation of anticipated project benefits cannot be reconstructed from the
information in the report. [Ref: Brewerton Channel Eastem Extension, Maryland;
Limited Reevaluation and Environmental Assessment, Final Report, August 1897]
1. There are inconsistencies in Tables 5, 7, and 8 of Appendix F as to the
number of vessels using the project in the ysars 2000, 2010, 2010, etc. The
data of Table § indicate that the number of vessels projected to annually use
the Brewerton Extension route would be 1002, 1538, and 2254 for years
2000, 2010, and 2020, respectively. For a 73-day simulation period, those
numbers would be 200, 308, and 451, respectively. Please explain the
difference between those values and the much larger ones used in the
. system operating cost computations summarized in Tables 7 and 8.
2. It seems that the no. of vessel calls used in the calculations for Tables 7 and
8 should be for 73-day simulation periods ... but, per Table 5, that would be
about 200 vessels for the year 2000 ... not 1400-1750 vessel calls, as
modeled. Using the wrong numbers significantly overstates system costs
and, more importantly, grossly overstates the number of beam conflicts,

VQ_CK,%Q‘CL,’



which would be expected to vary as the square of the number of vessels
using the system. Please explain.

3. System operating costs for each project alternative (650 ft, and 600 ft) should
be calculated for the same number of vessels, for a given year. Note: In
Tables 7&8, and the derived project benefits, the vessel numbers for the year
2000 are 1752 and 1767 for the 550 ft, and 600 ft alternatives, respectively.
For the year 2020 the numbers are 2991 and 3307, respectively. To compare
alternatives, the same number of user vessels should be utilized. Please
explain.

4. The mathematics utilized in Tables 7 and 8 are wrong. [The average ofa
number of quotients is NOT the quotient of the average of the numerators and
the denominators.] To ascertain average cost per user vessel, the unit cost
for each simulation run should first be calculated:; those unit costs should then
be averaged. Taking the average system cost and dividing by the average
number of vessels is the mathematically wrong way to calculate the average
cost per vessell Please recalculate Tables 7 and B ...AND, hence, ALL of the
estimated project benefits.

5. The calculated values for system operating “unit costs® (cost per vessel call)
have great variability ... especially for the ‘without case’. For example, the
sum of the standard deviations for the 450-ft data and the 600-ft data for the
year 2000 are greater than the difference in the means for the two data sets.
[1157 + 192 > 1304 (correct value vs. 1214 in Table B)] What is the
confidance that the computed benefits are actually statistically significant?

6. The system operating costs for several of the runs in the year 2000 are
independent of channel width when identically the same number of vessels
are simulated (e.g., no. = 1725, system operating costs = $19,550,261).
Thus, there is no apparent benefit resulting from any channel widening.
Please explain.

ECONOMICS — SUMMARY:

In conjunction with the comments in my letter of March 8, | find:
A. data to support the basic premise are non-existent,
B. the traffic projection databases used for the project are badly in error and grossly

overstate benefits,
C. there appear to be severe mathematical errors overstating benefits, and
D. dredged material placement costs are markedly underestimated.

This combination of factors would reduce the Benefit-to-Cost Ratio (BCR) to less
than unity (<1). The proposed project should not be approved!

Singprely,

AMJ«%;W

ohn M. Williams, Ph.D.

Copy: Congressman Wayne T. Gilchrest

PQDObLLoQU(
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Maryland Office 111 Annapolis Street « Annapolis, Maryland 21401
(410) 268-8833 Fax (410) 280-3513

May 8, 2000

Colonel Bruce Berwick, District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
P.O.Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Re: Public Notice — OP-00-2; Proposed New Work and Maintenance Dredging
Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Maryland — 42-Foot Project — Brewerton
Channel Eastern Extension and Tolchester S-Turn Straightening

Dear Colonel Berwick:

On behalf of the Chesapeake Bay Foundation (CBF), | am writing to express
concerns regarding the proposed expansion of the Tolchester and Brewerton
Channels in the northern Chesapeake Bay. CBF has always supported the economic
well-being of Baltimore’s Port and recognizes the need for maintenance dredging of
navigation channels to ensure an adequate route to the port. However, we are
concerned by the disconnect between the two proposed dredging projects and
adequate environmentally sound dredged material disposal capacity. We are also
concerned about potential adverse environmental impacts, including changing
channel velocities, sedimentation of oysters, increased shore erosion, and nutrient

release.

In the 1999 Draft EIS for Site 104, a clear connection was made between the need
for Site 104 capacity to accommodate “new work” projects, including the Brewerton
Channel Extension and Tolchester S-Turn Straightening project. The DEIS clearly
states that “these new work projects would require the removal of an additional 18
MCY of dredged material from the Chesapeake Bay approach channels (DEIS p1-
1)." The DEIS for Site 104 also clearly states that “the 18 mcy proposed for Site 104
are additional to the Poplar Island and HMI capacity. Although channel maintenance
would be possible without utilizing Site 104, no capacity for new work would be
available (DEIS p 2-46).”



However, the Public Notice OP-00-2 indicates that dredged material from these two
new work projects, totaling roughly 5.5 million cubic yards of sediment, would bs
placed at either Poplar Island or Hart-Miller Island. Placing new work materials at
these disposal sites means replacing maintenance work capacity. We do not believe
it is appropriate to squander existing disposal capacity, necessary to maintain
channels, while authorization of Site 104 capacity, designed to accommodate new
work, remains undecided. Such decisions will likely lead to future capacity shortfalls
and the initiation of more “"short-term” open water sites.

The Chesapeake Bay Foundation is concerned about additional environmental
consequences of the proposed new work projects. As the Corps of Engineers is well
aware, nutrients are the most pressing pollution problem in the Chesapeake Bay.

. Though many sources of nutrients have previously been omitted from nutrient

- reduction strategies, we now know that sources beyond the obvious must be

considered in order to adequately address the problem and share the solution.

All dredging and disposal of dredged material results in nutrient release. The nutrient
releases associated with these two new work projects, even if already authorized by
Congress, can not be ignored. The cumulative impacts of nutrient release from
ongoing and new dredging and disposal activities should not be trivialized, when they
are, in fact avoidable and controllable. Regardless of whether or not an
Environmental Assessment of the Brewerton Channel new work project considered
nutrient impacts, nutrient releases associated with both channel projects must be
appropriately assessed and must be considered in the assessment of cumulative
impacts of dredging in the Chesapeake Bay.

CBF also shares concerns raised by the Maryland Watermen’s Association and
others regarding the potential adverse effacts of changing velocities by straightening
naturally curved channel. Watermen report that the flows in the existing Tolchester
Channel provide flushing of adjacent oyster bars, which prevent sedimentation from
smothering these bars. The oyster bars remain productive, both in terms of
commercial harvest, but more importantly as filters of the Bay’'s water. Straightening
the Tolchester S-Turn will likely decrease flow over adjacent oyster bars. Changing
the natural configuration of the channel will also likely change the processes of
sediment movement within the channel.

Additional concerns regarding the straightening of the Toilchester channel have also
been raised by local residents, watermen, and CBF members. Removing the S-Turn
from the Tolchester Channel would ideally allow for more swift passage through the
northern Bay to the Port of Baltimore. Unfortunately, more swift passage may also
generate greater wakes and increase wave energies reaching the nearby Eastern
Shore of the Bay. Increasing wave energies can exacerbate shoreline erosion and
lead to sediment transport to nearshore oyster bars, decrease nearshore water
clarity, and cause loss of important beach and wetland habitats.



It is our understanding that no wave energy studies have been undertaken to
address the probable effects of increased vessel speed within this channel.

The management of dredging projects and dredged material disposal in the
Chesapeake Bay must continuously be reassessed in order to assure that projects,
both individually and cumulatively, are necessary, justifiable and environmentally
sound. Until environmentally sound disposal capacity is available, and the effects of
velocity, wave energy changes, and nutrient releases can be determined, neither
project should be approved to begin. Commencing projects prior to ensuring
adequate capacity for maintenance dredging will only lead to more expensive band-
aids in the future. Ignoring potential adverse environmental impacts associated with
the projects will amount to taking steps backwards in the ongoing efforts to protect
and restore the Chesapeake Bay.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this matter.

Sincerely, -
@é‘% AL

Theresa Pierno
Maryland Executive Director

Cc: Congressman Wayne Gilchrest, Maryland First District
Brad Campbell, Administrator, EPA Region ll|
John Porcari, Secretary, Maryland Department of Transportation



ASSOCIATION OF MARYLAND PILOTS

3720 DILLON STREET [J BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21224-5239 [] (410) 276-1337 [ FAX: (410) 276-1364
PRESIDENT’'S FAX: (410) 276-4197 T CABLE: MARPILOT BALTIMORE T TELEX: 87-574

26 September 2000
Colonel Charles Fiala
Department of the Army
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District
PO 1715
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

Colonel Fiala,

Pursuant to my recent discussion with Mr. Jeff McKee concerning vessels transiting
the Tolchester Area, there are three points that should be made.

First, it is not anticipated that there will be an increase in vessel speeds as a result of
the straightening project. All pilots are acutely aware of the safety concerns specific to
this area. We will continue to navigate ships at a prudent and safe speed, a task that
will be easier with a straightened channel.

Secondly, the end result of the proposed project shifts the channel westward thereby
potentially reducing the wake caused by a ship’s proximity to shallow water as well as
increasing the area available for the dissipation of waves propagated by a ship’s
passage at any speed.

Finally, with respect to ships passing in narrow channels, it is easier to maintain

navigational control when vessels approach straight-on rather than making multiple

course alterations in a twisting turn. A straightened channel at Tolchester would

ultimately enhance the safety parameters of shiphandling in the immediate area.

I hope this letter answers any safety related questions that you may have.

espectfully, f— 5
m’éﬂf LLEN S

aptain Randall'W. Bou is

I°' Vice President

cc: Mr. Jeff McKee S .
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Maryland Depariment of Planning

Parris N. Glendening Harriet Tregoning
Governor Secretary

Kathleen Kennedy Townsend Ronald N. Young

Lt. Governor Deputy Secretary

October 23, 2000

Mr. Mark Mendelsohn

Project Manager

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Baltimore District
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW PROCESS

Reply Due Date: November 16,2000
State Application Identifier: MD20001018-0960
Project Description: Draft EA & FONSI - Proposed Straightening of the Existing 35-foot Deep

Tolchester Channel S-Turn: dredge straight channel 2 miles long, 35 feet deep,
600 feet wide: to improve navigational safety

Project Location: Baltimore, Kent, and Talbot Counties

State Clearinghouse Contact:  Bob Rosenbush

Dear Mr. Mendelsohn:

This letter acknowledges receipt of the referenced project. We have initiated the Maryland Intergovernmental Review and
Coordination Process (MIRC) as of the date of this letter. You can expect to receive review comments and recommendations
on or before the reply date indicated. Please place the State Application Identifier Number on all documents and
correspondence regarding this project.

This project has been sent to the following agencies or jurisdictions for comment: The Maryland Departments of Budget
and Management, Business and Economic Development, Environment, Housing and Community Development including the
Maryland Historical Trust, Naturai Resources, and Transportailon; Balumore. Kent, and Talboi Counties; the Ciuty of
Baltimore and the Maryland Department of Planning.

Your participation in the MIRC process helps to ensure that this project will be consistent with the plans, programs, and
objectives of State agencies and local governments. Issues resolved through this process enhance the opportunities for project
funding and minimize delays during project implementation.

If you need assistance or have questions concerning this review, please call 410-767-4490 and ask for the staft person noted
above. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely, -
2 R
. KPR
S = o
Linda C. Janey, 1.D.
Director, Clearinghouse & Plan Review Unit
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R. CHRISTOPHER GOODWIN & ASSOCIATES, INC.

[

ultural resource management and preservation planning

October 25, 2000

Mr. Jeff McKee

Operations Division

U S. Army Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District

P.O. Box 1715.

Baltimore, Maryland 21203

RE: Archeological Studies for the Chesapeake & Delaware (C&D) Canal Feasibility
Study, Maryland and Delaware

Dear Mr. McKee:

Per your request, R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc. is pleased to provide you with
copies of the following reports. We understand that the Baltimore District is reviewing possible
improvement to channels near Tolchester Beach that were discussed in our reports. These
studies were conducted for the Maryland Port Administration (MPA), working with staff from
the Philadelphia District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

e Cultural Resource Reconnaissance and Sensitivity Study for the C&D Canal
Feasibility Study, Chesapeake Bay and Delaware River (Volume 1), 1992

e Archeological Investigations of the Proposed C&D Canal, Maryland and
Delaware (Volume Il - Cultural Resource Reconnaissance and Sensitivity
Study; Volume Il — Phase I Remote Sensing Cultural Resources Survey),
1995

[ served as the Project Manager and lead author of the 1992 study. Dr. Jack Irion directed the
1995 study, out of our New Orleans office. The 1992 study included two volumes, which were
incorporated into the 1995 report as Volumes 1 and 1l. The 1995 study included those two
volumes, plus two volumes on the results of the Phase I remote sensing survey. In this package,
we have provided you with Volume I of the 1992 study and Volumes Il (also Volume II of the
1992 report) and 111 of the 1995 study. We are unable to provide you with Volume IV of the
1995 study at this time. That volume contained large format (approximately 24x36 inch) prints
of the raw remote sensing data. We have been unable to locate any copies of these graphics,

241 East Fourth Street, Suite 100 Frederick, Marytand 21701
{301) 6G64-0428 Fax (301 695-5237 irederick@rcgocdwir.com www.rcgoodwin.com
Frederick. MD New Orleans. LA Birmngham, At Tallenassee. FL Hampton.ﬁ\A/»A



Mr. Jeff McKee
 October 25, 2000
Page Two

which were reproduced at considerable expense. If you need these raw data for planningb
purposes, copies of the graphics may be on file at MPA or the Maryland Historical Trust.

We believe that Tidewater Atlantic Research (TAR) conducted the follow-up Phase II
evaluations for portions of the approaches to the C&D Canal, under contract to MPA. -Our office
does not have a copy of their Phase II report. Jeff Morris may have directed the work for MPA;
I’m not sure if he is still with TAR. A point of contact at TAR is:

Mr. Gordon Watts

P.O. Box 2494

Washington, North Carolina 27889
(252) 975-6659

Goodwin & Associates, Inc. hopes that these data are helpful in "your consideration of
improvements to the Tolchester Beach channels. I appreciated your thoughts last week regarding
the completion of a hazards study for our ongoing survey in Baltimore harbor. Please feel free to
contact us if you have any further questions. We are at your service.

With best regards, I remain

Yours faithfully, ‘

Cloniig—~ R, %
Christopher R. Polglase, M. X, ABD

Vice President — Archeological Services
Enclosures

cc: Mr. Michael Swanda (Philadelphia District. COE)
w/out enclosures

R. CHRISTOPHER GOODWIN & ASSOCIATES, INC. @Z{Z@



Samuel L. McSorley
Consultant
9370 N. Bayview Ave. » Chesterfown, Maryland 21620
Phone 440-778-4343 « Fox 410-778-3387
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Mr. Robert W, Linder
District Engineer

ATTN: CENAB-PL P

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District

P. 0. Box 1715

Baltimore, Md. 21203-1715

Dear Mr. Linder:

Thank you for including me in your mailing concerning plans for
the Tolchester Channel 5-Turn.

As a Baltimore Port Pilot for forty years, and now a Maritime
Safety Auditer, I am only too aware of the need to straighten
the existing Tolchester Channel 5-Turn.

1 class this Tolchester Channel S-Turn as tte most dangerous
meeting and passing area in my aoprox. 12,000 miles annual
vessel check rides, which include all the major ports from
Maine to Gulf of Mexico. My reason is the geographical
location of this S-Turn channel and the necessary course and
speed changes - at times less than 100ft. from grounding.

The Corp of Engineers is doing an outstanding job in protecting
the enviornment and reducing chances of vessels having a
collision or grounding.

Sincerelyv,

WM

Capt. Herbert Groh
1607 Clifden Rd.
Baltimore, dMd. 21228



MARITIME SAFETY AUDITS

LOG OF CAPTAIN HERB GROH’S
STUDY AREAS

Harbors, channels, seaways, bays, sounds and rivers.

1) Newington, N.H.

2) Portsmouth Harbor, N.H.
3) Gloucester Harbor
4) Salem Harbor

5) Massachusetts Bay
6) Boston Harbor

7) Cape Cod Bay

8) Cape Cod Canal

9) Choptank River

10) Cambridge Harbor
11) Hyannis Harbor

12) Nantucket Sound
13) Nantucket Harbor
14) Vineyard Sound

15) Wood Hole Harbor
16) Martha’s Vineyard Harbor
17) Buzzards Bay

18) Narragansett Bay
19) Newport Harbor

20) Providence River
21) Providence Harbor
22) Rhode Island Sound
23) Block Island Sound
24) Fisher Island Sound
25) New London Harbor
26) Connecticut River
27) Long Island Sound
28) New Haven Harbor



LOG OF CAPTAIN HERB GROH (continued)
29) Bridgeport Harbor
30) Port Jefferson Harbor
31) Hell Gate Basin
32) East River
33) Kill Van Kull
34) Newark Bay
35) Arthur Kill
36) Raritan Bay
37) Passaic River
38) Hackensack River
39) Port Elizabeth
40) Gravensend Bay
41) Coast - Sandy Hook to Delaware Cape
42) Delaware Bay
43) Delaware River
44) Chrisina River
45) Schuykill River / Harbor
46) C & D Canal
47) Back Creek
48) Elk River
49) Susquehanna River
50) Head of Chesapeake Bay
51) Patapsco River
52) Curtis Bay / Harbor
53) Curtis Creek
54) Spring Garden Harbor
55) Chester River
56) Severn River
57) Eastern Bay
58) Patuxent River
59) Potomac River
60) Little Anemessex River
61) Anacostia River
62) Cockpit Point Harbor
63) Piney Point Harbor
64) Pacomoke Sound




LOG OF CAPTAIN HERB GROH (continued)
65) Tangier Sound
66) Great Wicomico River
67) Rappahannock River
68) Northern Chesapeake Bay
69) Southern Chesapeake Bay
70) Richmond Harbor
71) Hampton Roads
72) Hopewell Harbor
73) James River
74) Norfolk Harbor
75) Elizabeth River
76) Coast - Cape May to Cape Henry
77) Coast - Cape Henry to Cape Hatteras
78) Cape Fear River / Harbor
79) Wilmington N.C Harbor
80) Charleston Harbor
81) Savannah River / Harbor
82) St. Johns River
83) Jacksonville Harbor
84) Cape Canaveral Harbor
85) Port Everglades Harbor
86) Port Miami Harbor
87) Port Manatee Harbor
88) Boca Grande Harbor
89) Tampa Bay
90) Tampa Bay Harbor
91) Pensacola Harbor
92) Mobile Bay
93) Gulf of Mexico
94) Tampa Bay to Mobile Bay
95) Mississippi River
96) St. Lawrence Seaway
97) San Francisco Bay
98) San Pablo Bay

NOTE: Study made with ships behavior up to 265,000 tons, with channels up
to 2,000 feet wide and 50 feet deep, with under-keel clearance of 2 to 4 feet.




3638 docelvn Street. NW
Washington, DC 20015
telephone 202/686-1035

JANET DINSMORE e-mail jldinsm@aol.com
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November 7, 2000

US Army Corps of Engineers
Balamore District

Operations Division (CENAB-OP
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Dear Army Corps of Engineers:

[ am writing in response to the Army Corps of Engineers’ proposal to dredge a new channel in the
Upper Chesapeake Bay aimed at eliminating the Tolchester S-turn. According to an article in the
Kent County News (10/19/00), the current channel follows naturally deep water of the Bay, and was
already widened beyond an existing 600-foot width in 1981. The great majority of boats that use
this channel, as I've observed from my cottage at Mitchell Bluff in Tolchester Beach, are tugs
hauling or pushing barges.

I question the need for a new channel dredging project that will further damage the ecosystem of
an already endangered Chesapeake Bay, since I am unaware the S-turn has caused any accidents to
shipping. Because there were no statistics quoted in the article, can the Corps provide information
on how many people have been injured or lost their lives because of the contours of the existing
channel? [s there evidence that large numbers of ships have had accidents because of failure to
negotiate a turn? The current channel was constructed in 1968, and has been in steady use since
then. The pilots who travel this route are obviously capable of doing so without mishap. Why is
there suddenly a need to dredge a new channel, especially given anucipated damage to the crab
populaton and other already endangered organisms, release of nutrients and new contaminants in
the water, and the turmoil caused by a major new dredging project?

The recent investigative seties in the Washington Post on the Army Cotps of Iingineers, including a
derailed artcle on the Chesapeake Bay shipping channel, raised extensive and disturbing questions
about the credibility of Corps studies and public statements. Time and again, public sentiment,
scientfic knowledge, and environmental interests appear to have been dismissed by Corps
engineers. Without far more evidence supporting the need for 2 new deepwater channel in the
Bay, it is impossible for me to conclude this proposal is justified.



I urge vou to reconsider. I do understand the neec to keep the existing channel clear and open tor
shipping. But, if there is not substantial evidence of harm caused by the current route, please
Jeave it alone. As the saving goes, “If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it!”

Sincerely, .

et DS e

anet Dinsmore

cc: US Representative Wayne Gilchrest, Kent County News, Tolchester Community Association



1209 John Street

Baltimore, MD.21217

telephone 414/523-8713
FRANKLINT. CLARK

November 9, 2000

US Army Corps of Engineers
Baltimore district

Operations Division (CENAB-OP
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Dear Army Corps of Engineers:

Thus letter concerns the Army Corps of Engineers’ proposal to dredge a new channel in the Upper
Chesapeake Bay aimed at eliminating the Tolchester S-turn. This proposal concerns me greatly as the
damage to the ecosystemns will be greater than has been evaluated and the apparent need for the channel
has yet to be proven.

The current channel was constructed in 1968 and has been in steady use since then. [ am unaware of any
accidents or groundings since that time. [ also believe that there is not a difficulty in negotiating the turn as it
currently exists. It is in the tradition of the Corps of Engineers to look ahead and this is always
commendable. However, in this case, the repercussions from dredging may throw the natural life of this
area a bad curve and the delicate balance that exists in the Bay’s natural world may be damaged. For many
of us we see the advancement of man and transportation as important. However. where it is unnecessary
and costly and may prove negatively consequential, I believe the idea of dredging should be re-examined
and curtailed.

In conclusion there is not enough evidence before the public for the need of this straightening of the
channel and we know that the balance in the Bay is threatened and should be protected.

Sincerely,

et T L

Franklin T. Clark

cc: Senator Paul Sarbanes
US Representative Wayne Gilchrest



Parris N. Glendening Maryland Department of Natural Resources ~ SerahJ Tavlor-Rogers, Ph.D.

Governor Secretary
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
Kathleen Kennedy Townsend e Stanley K. Arthur
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Annapolis, Maryland 21401

November 20, 2000

Colonel Bruce A. Berwick
District Engineer

ATTN: CENAB-PL-P

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District

P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore. MD 21203-1715

Re: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Draft Environmental Assessment and Draft FONSI; Proposed
New Work Dredging Baltimore Harbor and Channels. Straightening of the Tolchester Channel S-
Turn: Kent County

Dear Colonel Berwick:

The Department of Natural Resources has reviewed the above referenced document regarding the
proposed dredging of a new straight channel two miles long. 600 feet wide and 35 feet deep plus
an additional 2 feet of depth for advance maintenance dredging and an additional 2 feet of depth
for allowable overdredging for final potential channel depth of 39 feet. Approximately
3.000.000 cubic vards of material will be dredged by clamshell dredged. loaded into scows.
transported by tugs to either the Poplar [sland Environmental Restoration Project or the Hart-
Miller Island Dredged Material Containment Facility. and then pumped directly from the scows
into the placement site by hydraulic unloader. The Environmental Review Unit coordinated a
Departmental review of the proposed project which resulted in the following comments:

l. The Corps is proposing (Sec. 2-0. page 2-1) that the dredging be conducted from 1
October to 30 April. The Department has requested in earlier correspondence that
the proposed dredging be conducted during the period 1 October to 31 March.

Telephone: ___ (410)260-8330
DNR TTY for the Deaf: (410) 260-8835

TAN Ta.. L.t 077 770 0TI




Colonel Bruce A. Berwick
November 20. 2000

Page 2

[OP]

The Department requests that the Corps not extend the dredging window beyond
31 March. Although no spawning of anadromous fish is expected to occur in the
area of the proposed dredging. striped bass spawning does begin to occur to the
north of the project site at Worton Point. As the striped bass spawning population
in the Bay has increased, Department fisheries biologists have documented an
expansion in the period of time when striped bass spawn in the Upper Bay
spawning grounds since sampling began in 1982. In the spring of 2000, sampling
of the Upper Bay spawning grounds began on 3 April and by 7 April a total of 61
spawners had been collected including 7 females. This indicates that actual egg
release would occur within a matter of days. By extending the dredging window
until 30 April, we are concerned the net southern movement of water from the
spawning ground could expose developing eggs and larvae to high levels of
suspended sediment from the dredging operation. In addition, starting in the
Tolchester Beach area, the deep water migration pathway is relatively limited to
the area near the shipping channel where dredging would occur. Below Tolchester
Beach, the deep water corridor is relatively wider and potentially offers a
migration pathway away from the sediment plume and physical disturbance from
the clamshell dredge. Thus if the dredging is extended to the end of April. the
potential exists for the dredging to impact the movement of adults onto the
spawning grounds which occurs throughout April into May with peak egg release
occurring between 1 May and 10 May depending on water temperature. The
Department requests that the Corps to continue to observe the 31 March cutoff
date for upper Bay dredging.

(Sec. 1-1. page 1-3) The final paragraph in this section regarding lack of
economic justification for the proposed project but that Congress directed the
project to be completed needs to be expanded and further explained.

Throughout the report. reference is made to the placement of the realigned
Tolchester Channel further from the shoreline than existing channel. What will
the increase in distance from the shoreline be? The straightening of the S-Turn
has the potential for increasing ship speeds and wave heights from current
conditions. Does the Corps plan to conduct monitoring of the Tolchester
shoreline to determine if there is any change in shore erosion rates from a
completed project?

(Sec. 5.1.1. page5-2) The statement is made that if the material from the proposed
project is placed at Poplar Island it would be placed in an upland cell and covered
by material from other dredging projects. Is there a reason that the material needs
to be “covered” by other material and can not be used in a wetland cell at Poplar

Island. If the material from the Tolchester S-Turn project is “clean” material. 1s



Colone! Bruce A. Berwick
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there any reason it could not be used in a wetland cell? The Department
recommends that the material from the Tolchester Channel project be placed at
Poplar Island to conserve capacity at Hart-Miller Island for material that must be
placed in a contained facility.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project and if you have any questions
regarding these comments please feel free to contact Roland Limpert of my staff at 410-260-

8333.

Sincerely,

Tl Afonll .

Ray C. Dintaman, Jr.. Director
Environmental Review Unit

cC: C. Watson. DNR
P. Massicot. DNR-RAS
E. Schwaab, DNR-FS
E. Ghigiarelli, MDE
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November 21, 2000

District Engineer

ATTN: CENAB-PL-P

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District

PO Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Re: Proposed New Work Dredging Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Maryland and
Virginia Straightening of the Tolchester Channel S-Turn, Maryland
Draft Environmental Assessment and Draft Finding of No Significant impact

Dear Sir:

On behalf of the Chesapeake Bay Foundation (CBF), | am writing to express concerns
with the above referenced Draft Environmental Assessment and Finding of No
Significant Impact on the proposed Tolchester Channel straightening project in the
northern Chesapeake Bay. CBF has always supported the economic well-being of
Baltimore’s Port and recognized the need for maintenance dredging of navigation
channels to ensure an adequate route to the port. However, we are concerned by the
disconnect between the myriad proposed dredging projects and adequate
environmentally sound dredged material disposal capacity.

The Corps must conduct a comprehensive dredged material management study.
While responsibility for dredged material disposal lies with the State for dredging
projects such as this, we believe the Corps must acknowledge that the State is
compromising the long-term availability of dredged material capacity by proceeding with
questionable new work projects prior to securing long-term disposal capacity. Corps
regulations regarding planning for civil works projects (Regulation ER 1105-2-100)
require a demonstration of sufficient disposal capacity for a minimum of 20 years for all
Federally maintained navigation projects. The regulations also state that if a preliminary
assessment indicates insufficient capacity, then a dredged material management study
must be performed. To our knowledge, no such study has taken place, and initial efforts
to assess long-term capacity were curtailed.

Disposal capacity must be secured prior to commencement of new work.

The EA recognizes the “irretrievable commitment of resources” (P 5-15) associated with
decreasing capacity and shortening the life spans of Hart-Miller and Poplar Islands, yet
appears to ignore the real concerns regarding overfilling these two containment



facilities. The Corps’ EA also fails to recognize that this “irretrievable commitment of
resources” may well back decision-makers into a corner regarding future proposed
disposal options. The forecast for a disposal deficit in the near future (within 8-10 years)
poses a real environmental risk to the Chesapeake Bay, yet is seemingly ignored. CBF
believes the Corps must consider the long-term implications of mismanagement of
limited disposal capacity and exercise its regulatory responsibility to ensure long-term
disposal is available for Federally maintained projects prior to commencement of new
work projects.

The Corps must cumulatively assess direct and indirect impacts.

In addition to the primary concerns of inadequate disposal capacity and
mismanagement of available disposal, CBF firmly believes that the Corps is overlooking
their responsibility to cumulatively assess the direct and indirect impacts of dredging
and disposal activities proposed for the Upper Chesapeake Bay. In previous comments
on this and other proposed projects, CBF has expressed concerns with the piecemeal
approach to assessing impacts, costs, and needs for each segment of what is, in reality,
one large project — maintaining and expanding the channels to the Port of Baltimore.

The EA trivializes the impacts related to this particular segment of that larger project by
considering it in isolation . While this channel straightening activity may not yield nutrient
releases comparable to loads from developed land in the northern Bay, in combination
with other dredging and disposal activities in the Bay, it could represent a substantial
load — one that is controllable, and which should be sought to be minimized. Similarly,
direct and indirect impacts to bottom-dwelling organisms and crabs have been deemed
limited, when they have not been assessed in a cumulative manner. In a time when
experts are expressing concern about the Chesapeake Bay’s blue crab population,
better assessing the cumulative impacts to this species from all dredging and disposal
activities should be paramount.

The issue of toxic contamination has also been isolated and trivialized through this EA.
Corps of Engineers sediment testing data suggests there is enough contamination in
these sediments to have precluded their disposal in open water at Site 104. However, it
is all but impossible to consider if, based on the degree of contamination, these
sediments should be placed at Hart Miller or Poplar Islands, because no cumulative
assessment of sediment quality has been made. CBF respectfully urges the Corps of
Engineers to exercise their responsibility to make a meaningful cumulative assessment
of this proposed dredging activity, in conjunction with other ongoing maintenance and
proposed new work dredging and disposal projects, so that these important questions
can be addressed before work commences.

The Corps must address the impacts of wave and wakes on shore erosion.

In a previous letter on straightening of the Tolchester channel, CBF expressed concerns
that more efficient travel through the Tolchester channel could result in higher speeds of
vessel travel and the potential for increased wakes and wave velocities impacting
shoreline resources near the channel. The EA did not adequately address this concern.
Instead, it was trivialized with a promise that ship captains would not increase vessel

Draft EA - Tolchester Straightening: CBF comments 2



speed. But such a promise can not be monitored or enforced. Unfortunately shore
erosion is a real threat to many shoreline areas in the Upper Chesapeake Bay and is
exacerbated by vessel wakes and other human activities. The Tolchester channel lies in
such close proximity to the Eastern Shore that wave velocities and wakes remain a
concern that should be adequately addressed by the Corps of Engineers.

The management of dredging projects and dredged material disposal in the
Chesapeake Bay must continuously be reassessed in order to ensure that projects are
necessary, justifiable, and environmentally sound — individually and cumulatively.
Unfortunately, with this EA, the Corps again falls short of what CBF believes is
necessary in terms of cumulative impacts assessment and long-term consideration of
dredging impacts in the northern Chesapeake Bay. Commencing projects without
regard to disposal capacity will only lead to more expensive Band-Aids in the future.
Ignoring cumulative environmental impacts will amount to taking steps backwards in the
ongoing efforts to protect and restore the Chesapeake Bay.

Sincergly,

nifer Aiosa
taff Scientist

Theresa Pierno
Executive Director

Draft EA - Tolchester Straightening: CBF comments 3



2 Woodbine Circle
Elkton, MDD 21921
November 21, 2000

Mr. Mark Mendelsohn
USACE - Baltimore

P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21303-1715

REQUEST FOR REPORT

Dear Mr. Mendelsohn:

| would like to receive a copy of the report that discusses the monitoring wells at
Hart-Miller Island and the possible migration of dissolved metals into the groundwater.
This was referred to as a ‘draft report’ from the University of Maryland, dated spring
1998, in the recent Tolchester S-Turn Draft Environmental Assessment report (pg. 3-6).

Please send it to the above address.

If for any reason you are unable to provide the report, please let me know
immediately. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sinterely,
4%%&7%-)
John M. Williams

Copy: Congressman Wayne T. Gilchrest



2 Woodbine Circle
Elkton, MD 21921
November 21, 2000

Col. Charles J. Fiala, Jr.
District Engineer

USACE - Baltimore

P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21303-1715

Re: STRAIGHTENING OF THE TOLCHESTER S-TURN
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
AND
DRAFT FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Dear Col. Fiala:

The referenced document relates to the District’s plan to alter the Tolchester
Channel by dredging 3.0 mcy and placing that material at Poplar island. (Noting that
the Maryland Port Administration has announced that Hart-Miller Island will not be
available to service the Tolchester project.)

Having reviewed the referenced document, and being fairly familiar with the
background for the proposed project and dredge spoil disposal options in the
Chesapeake Bay, | do not believe there is a sufficient basis for a ‘Finding of No
Significant Impact’ (FONSI). | thereby request that you withhold approval on initiating
the project and instead direct that an Environmental Impact Statement and a Dredged
Material Management Plan be prepared.

Previously | communicated concerns about this project to your office (letters of
March 8 and May 7, 2000). My comments on the inadequacies of the recent Draft
EA/FONSI (October 2000) are appended.

| urge you to take the courageous, and responsible, action to defer
implementation of the proposed alteration of the Toichester Channel.

Sincerely,
7

AJohn M. Williams, PhD

Copy: Congressman Wayne T. Gilchrest



COMMENTS ON PROPOSED NEW WORK DREDGING ... STRAIGHTENING OF
THE TOLCHESTER S-TURN; DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND
DRAFT FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (October 2000)

GENERAL COMMENTS:

A. The USACE requirement for each proposed navigation project to have a dredged
material management plan (DMMP) has not been realized.

USACE guidelines state: “Dredged Material Management Plans. All Federally
maintained navigation projects must demonstrate that there is sufficient dredged material
disposal capacity for a minimum of 20 years. A preliminary assessment is required for all
Federal navigation projects to document the continued viability of the project and the availability
of dredged material disposal capacity sufficient to accommodate 20 years of maintenance
dredging. If the preliminary assessment determines that there is not sufficient capacity to
accommodate maintenance dredging for the next 20 years, then a dredged matenal
management study must be performed.

[PLANNING GUIDANCE NOTEBOOK; ER 1105-2-100; Appendix E (Civil Works
Missions and Evaluations Procedures); 22 Apr 2000; (Sec. E-15) ]

The guidelines further state: “The interests of economic development and
environmental sustainability will best be served when dredged material placement proceeds
according to a management plan. Therefore each existing and proposed navigation project will
have a dredged material management plan that ensures warranted and environmentally
acceptable maintenance of the project.

[Ibid; Sec. E-15, a.(1)(c).]

The Baltimore District has not completed either a ‘preliminary assessment’ or a
‘dredged material management study’. Consequently the Draft EA/FONSI is incomplete
and inadequate. For the District to proceed with the proposed action, or any other
major dredging project, appears to be contrary to established USACE guidelines and
could subject the District to litigation.

B. Cumulative impacts of the proposed action have not been addressed. Only
incremental impacts have been considered in the Draft EA/FONSI.

Cumulative impact is defined as “the impact on the environment which results from
the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency ... undertakes such other actions.”

[40 CFR 1508.7]

As an example of only one such cumulative impact -- the proposed action will
dredge and consume 3.0 mcy of spoil disposal capacity. Such capacity is extremely
limited [Governor's Strategic Plan for Dredged Material Management, October 2000]
and this action, coupled with similar upper Bay dredging projects, place at great risk the
future ability (years 2009 —2015) to maintain the access channels to the Port of
Baltimore. The adverse impact on the Port of Baltimore and on the economy of the



region of not maintaining the access channels for 5, or more, years is tremendous ...
and that significant impact was totally overlooked!

SPECIFIC COMMENTS:

1 The Notice of Availability for the Draft EA/FONSI states, “Dredging is scheduled to
commence in Fall 2001 and end in Spring 2002.” However, the latest version of the
Governor’s Strategic Plan for Dredged Material Management (October 2000)
indicates the project will be implemented in Fall 2000 and Spring 2001 ... a year
earlier! This inconsistency needs explanation, as it appears from the State of
Maryland’s planning that a “FONSI” is a foregone conclusion.

2. The proposed design calls for two feet of allowable overdepth dredging. However
the design proposed for the C&D Canal deepening through the same channel calls
for only one foot of allowable overdepth. The disparity needs explanation —
particularly because less overdepth dredging would minimize both costs and
environmental impacts.

3 The Executive Summary (and the report) state “the purpose of the proposed action
is to improve navigation safety.” However, such a statement is misleading as it
erroneously implies that the project is justifiable for safety reasons. The finding by
HQUSACE of insufficient safety justification (HQ memo to CENAB; July 15, 1997)
should be fully disclosed and acknowledged in both the Executive Summary and the
report.

4 The Executive Summary and the report (Sec. 4.1.5.4 and Sec. 4.3.1) state that
modeling efforts conclude there would be minimal tidal current changes (<0.1 fps)
arising from project implementation. However, the modeling studies reported in
Appendix VIl indicate substantially larger velocity changes (<0.21 fps). The report
found that the typical maximum tidal speeds in the vicinity of the Tolchester Channel
are 1.35-1.69 fps (Sec. 4.3.1) ... thus, the change of 0.21 fps is a velocity increment
of 12-16% ... and is not insignificant! Further, the “plastic clay” sediments to be
exposed by the proposed action (project) have a very small particle size (mean size
of 3-8 microns) and thus would be subject to suspension and erosion by very small
water velocities. Indeed these sediments have been termed “a fluid mud” (Sec.
4.1.3.1). Consequently the assertion of no significant transport of sediments from
high water-velocity (channel) areas to lower velocity areas over nearby oyster bars
(Hodges Bar) are clearly questionable and warrant more careful analysis.

5. The hydrodynamic modeling cited and included in the report as Appendix VIl is
neither satisfying nor convincing. First ... the work employs only two-dimensional
models of the study regions — whereas a three-dimensional model (WES-CH3D) is
the accepted standard for all other significant Chesapeake Bay dredging projects.
Reliance on a less sophisticated model requires explanation and justification.
Second ... the model studies as presented in Appendix VIl are not adequate to
assess the work performed or ascertain a conclusion ... because half of the pages
are missing! (Only the odd-numbered pages are included in the report!)



Consequently, it is impossibie to confirm the assertion of ‘no significant impacts’
accruing from implementation of the proposed project.

_ Port of Baltimore commerce trends are selectively reported and incorrectly
interpreted. The report claims commodity tonnage is “projected to increase steadily”
and cites data from (only) 1991 and 1998 (Sec. 4.1.1). However, there is no basis to
‘project’ steady tonnage increases. USACE data for the last decade clearly show no
growth ...and the 1998 total commodity movement through the Port of Baltimore is
actually less than the average tonnage for the decade 1989-1998 (Waterborne
Commerce of the United States — 1998). In fact, the truth is that total commerce at
the Port of Baltimore has been gradually declining for 20 years (1978: 46,809,000
tons: 1998: 40,114,000 tons) ... about a 15% decline.

The report’s selection of commerce data to cite, and use to erroneously infer the
future, is irresponsible and calls into question the veracity of other assertions — and
ultimately, the FONSL.

_ In reviewing the hydrogeology of the Tolchester Channel region, the report states
that a 7 ft. thick layer of ‘plastic clay’ would remain after dredging the straightened
channel to protect the underlying aquifer (Sec. 4.1.3.2). However, the cumulative
impact of other authorized dredging projects was not considered. The deepening of
the Tolchester channel by 5 feet as part of the C&D Canal (and connecting
channels) deepening project would reduce that clay barrier to only a two-foot
thickness. This could exacerbate the decline in regional groundwater elevations —
and local, private wells could go dry as they did in Chesapeake City the last time the
C&D Canal was deepened. The Draft EA/FONSI did NOT address this potential
adverse impact.

. In reviewing the hydrogeology of the Poplar Island region, the report notes that
saltwater from the Bay in intruding into the Aquia aquifer (Sec. 4.1.3.2). Thus there
is potential for soluble heavy metals from the spoils to further contaminate the
aquifer. This would occur during those periods when dewatered sediments were
allowed to air oxidize with the resulting release of acids to mineralize the sediments
.. as happened at Hart-Miller Island (Sec. 3.3.2) and at the upland disposal sites
along the C&D Canal. Such oxidation (and resultant heavy metals release into
groundwater) will occur once the Poplar Island site — or any cells—are inactivated
(before 2009). The Draft EA/EONSI did NOT address this potential adverse impact.
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November 7. 2000

Mrs. Linda Morrison

Chief, Regulatory Branch

Baltimore District. Corps of Engineers
P.O.Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1715

Dear Mrs. Morrison:

This letter is to reiterate our request for a submerged Phase identification survey from March
2000 (see attached letter). Our office has reviewed all the material related to the following
application for effects to submerged cultural resources (pursuant to Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended):

Tolchester Channel Straightening MD20001018-0960

The US Army Corps of Engineers. Baltimore District made a Draft Environmental Assessment
and Draft Finding of No Significant Impac! report dated October 2000. This draft suggests that
both Phase I and II investigations of the C&D Canal Deepening and supporting channels have
determined that there will be no impacts to submerged resources at the straightening site (page
5-11). A review of these documents reveals that no submerged cultural resources survey has
been performed at this site (sec attached map).

The Maryland Historical Trust letter of June 27 11996 was sent with the belief that the
incorrectly stated archeological work was performed. Our March 2000 review of this project
indicated that the area has not been properly surveyed underwater. Secondary sources indicate
that no less than twenty-nine (29) vessels sank in this region of the Chesapeake Bay.

We continue to request that permit issuance be deferred until a submerged Phase |
identification survey of the area is performed. This survey should be carried out by a qualified
professional archeologist and include areas impacted by the project and project equipment. The
survey needs to be performed in accordance with the “Standards and Guidelines for
Archeological Investigations in Maryland” (Shaffer and Cole 1994) and with Archeology and
Historic Preservation: Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines (1983). Based upon
the results of the survey. we will be able to determine whether or not the project will affect any
cultural resources and make appropriate recommendations. Further consultation with our
office will be necessary to fulfill compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.

Your cooncration and assistonce io appreciated. We request that vou keop the cultural ressuice
information in this letter confidential. to avoid any unlawful artifact collecting. 1f you have any
questions or require further information. please contact Dr. Susan Langley (410) 514-7662 or
Mr. Stephen Bilicki (410) 514-7668

Sincerely,

“Rodney Little
State Historic Preservation Officer

2000003743, 3834

cc: Mr. Robert Rosenbush (Md. Clearinghouse)
Mr. Rick Avella (MDE)

Dr. John Seidel

Ms. Elizabeth J. Cole

Dr. Susan B.M. Langiey

Mr. Stephen Bilicki
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United States Department of the interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive

Annapolis. MD 21401

November 28, 2000

Colonel Charles J. Fiala, Jr., PE
District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O.Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Attn:  Jeff McKee

Re:  Tolchester S-turn Realignment
Dear Colonel Fiala:
We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Assessment dated October 2000 for the straightening
of the Tolchester Channel S-turn. We have no further comments beyond those previously
indicated in our letter to you dated May 5, 2000. We continue to have no objection to the

project. lf there are any questions, please contact George Ruddy at (410) 573-4528.

Sincerely

\_\ _ /?A) : \
N John P. Wolﬂm

( v Supervisor
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
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3 1650 Arch Street

¢ F,ngd\\ Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103-2029

December 7, 2000

Colonel Charles J. Fiala, Jr.
District Engineer

ATTN: CENAB-PL-P

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District

P.O.Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

RE: Draft Environmental Assesment and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact: Proposed New
Work Dredging Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Maryland and Virginia; Straightening of the
Tolchester S-Turn Maryland

Dear Colonel Fiala:

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean
Air Act. the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Assessment
(EA) and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the above referenced project. The
proposed dredging project is located on the eastern side of the Chesapeake Bay, in Kent County,
Maryland. The purpose of the proposed project is to realign the existing Tolchester Channel S-Turn into
a new straight channel two miles long, 35 feet deep, and 600 feet wide for navigation safety.

Approximately 3 million cubic yards (cy) of material will be dredged by clamshell and
transported by scow to either the Phase [ 640 acre Poplar Island Environmental Restoration Project or to
the 800 acre North Cell of the Hart-Miller Island Dredged Material Containment Facility (CDF).
Dredging is scheduled to commence in Fall 2001 and end in Spring 2002.

We generally concur with your analysis and findings of the environmental impacts that can be
expecied from impiementation of the proposed project. Computer modeling of the existing and proposed
channe! alignments projects minimal changes in the velocity of currents (<0.1 foot per second), which is
not expected to alter siltation patterns over the natural oyster bar (Hodges) located immediately south of
the existing S-Turn. We are in agreement that increased turbidity from dredging operations will be short
term and localized.

The Draft EA addresses our concern with the potential that increased vessel speeds now possible
with a straightened channel will produce greater wakes and adversely affect the shoreline and small boats
or residents near the shore. The EA points out that the new (straightened) channel will be located farther
from shore than the current S-Turn, thereby lessening the chances for increased wave action on shore.
Additionally, the EA states that the Association of Maryland Pilots does not anticipate increasing vessel
speeds in the area, affording an additional measure of protection.

Customer Service Hotline: 1 -800-438-2474
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The draft EA also states that nutrient releases are expected to occur during the dredging,
following dredging, and from the placement site during dewatering operations. While nutrient releases
during dredging are expected to be minimal, loadings of approximately 18,250 pounds of total nitrogen
from the newly dredged channel and 135,000 pounds total nitrogen from dewatering are projected to be
released to the Chesapeake Bay. We encourage the Corps as supporters of the Chesapeake Bay 2000
Agreement to participate with EPA and other involved stakeholders in developing a strategy to mitigate
nutrient inputs to the Bay from the current project and from other Corps dredging projects. We can offer
technical assistance to help achieve this end.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft EA and Draft FONSI for the proposed project.
You can contact me at (215) 814-2989 or Marria O’Malley Walsh of my staff at (570) 628-9685 if you
have any questions regarding our comments.

Sincerely,
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MARYLAND

ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICE
Parris N. Glendening James W. Peck
Governor Director
December 13, 2000

Mr. Mark Mendelsohn
CENAB PL-PC

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
PO Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Dear Mr. Mendelsohn:

Please find enclosed three copies of the document “Hart-Miller Island Well Evaluation
Final Report”, January 1999. The Maryland Port Administration has given permission
for this final report to be provided to members of the public, if it is requested.

Please use this report as a citation for the Tolchester S-Turn Straightening
Environmental Assessment, as this document is more up-to-date than the draft which
had been cited.

If vou have any questions, please call me.

Sincerely,

&

-

A - - SN

K ! g N\ \
el & ioran
Cecelia L. Donovan
Environmental Science and Monitoring
Environmental Dredging Division

Enclosure
Ce: Dave Bibo, MPA

2011 Commerce Park Drive * Annapolis. Maryland 21401 ¢ 210/974/7281 + Fax 410/974/7267
Q::’ recycled paper containing 20% post-consumer material
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Col. Charles J. Fiala. Jr.

District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

Attn: Planning Division, CENAB-PL-P
Dear Colonel Fiala:

We have reviewed Public Notice CENAB-PL-P, dated October 17, 2000, and the draft
Environmental Assessment (DEA) and Finding of No Significant Impact, dated October 2000,
for the proposed straightening of the Tolchester Channel S-Turn in Kent County, Maryland,
under the Baltimore Harbor & Channels Federal Navigation Project. We offer the following
comments.

Section 7 Requirements Under The Endangered Species Act (ESA)

As required under Section 7 of the ESA. the Baltimore Harbor & Channels Federal Navigation
Project in the upper Chesapeake Bay and Chesapeake and Delaware Canal and Approach
Channels are being reviewed by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for their
potential to affect the shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum). In a NMFS informal
consultation response dated October 1997, we indicated that maintenance work for Baltimore
Harbor channels. if performed by mechanical method. was of limited risk to shortnose sturgeon.
and will likely not result in an ESA Section 9 violation by your agency. The proposed
straightening of the Tolchester S-Turn. if also performed mechanically. will be of limited risk to
shortnose sturgeon. However. because you have not ruled out the use of hydraulic pipeline or
hopper dredging for this project. we will need additional time and information to determine the
potential for the latter dredging methods to affect shortnose sturgeon in the upper Bay. and to
prepare an ESA response on the Tolchester S-Turn proposal.

With completion of the two-year sampling study on sturgeon in the upper Bay. the U S. Fish &
Wildlife Service has submitted an Investigation Report on this study for NMFS™ review. We are
in the process of reviewing the Investigation Report. as well as your agency's Interim Biological
Assessment. dated June 2000. for impacts of the Baltimore Harbor & Channels Federal Project
on shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) in the upper Chesapeake Bay. These documents
should assist us in determining how individual actions associated with the Baltimore Harbor
Project will affect sturgeon. Once we have completed our review of these documents. ESA
comments pertaining to the proposed straightening of Tolchester S-Turn will be submitted in a
separate response.




Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)

We have reviewed the EFH section in the DEA. The contents of this section are satistactory
relative to satisfying requirements for submittal of an EFH Assessment under provisions of the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.

Of federally managed finfish with EFH designated in the upper Chesapeake Bay. the | uvenile
(i.e.. young-of-the-year) life stage of bluefish (Pomatomus saltatrix ) is the species that will most
likely be encountered in the project area. However, because initial and maintenance dredging
will oceur from October 1 to April 30 and March 31. respectively, dredging impacts will occur
when bluefish will not likely be present in the dredge area. Additionally, juvenile stages of
preferred prey species [i.e.. Atlantic menhaden (Brevooritia nrannus)|. Atlantic silversides
(Menidia menidia), and bay anchovy (dnchoa mitchilli) will also not likely be present during
dredging. and we do not anticipate that the proposed dredging will adversely affect this species.

Disposal of resulting dredge material at either Hart Miller Island and/or Poplar Island
containment sites should not adversely affect EFH and associated species.

Fish & Wildlife Coordination Act Comments

Dredging will occur adjacent to the north portion of Natural Oyster Bar 2-9 (Hodges Bar). The
proposed dredging window of October 1 to April 30 will protect oysters from adverse affects of
dredging during their spawning season, but not during the period of their winter quiescence
(December 15 to March 31). Metabolically inert oysters will be at highest risk if dredging is
performed mechanically.

Dredging activity will occur closest to Hodges Bar at the south terminus of the proposed channel.
and will gradually move farther from the bar as dredging proceeds in a northerly direction.
Therefore. if dredging is performed mechanically. we recommend that the southern terminus of
the proposed channel be dredged earliest during the proposed window (i.e.. from October 1 to
December 14). such that the effects generated by dredging will be further removed from the
Hodges bar once the operation extends into the period ot oyster winter dormancy.

It should also be noted that. in addition to ovsters. soft-shell clam (Myu arenaria ) harvest occurs
in the project vicinity, extending along shallows of the Kent County shoreline north to Tolchester
Beach. However, hydraulic clam harvest activities are generally restricted to waters under 20
feet in depth (mean low water). and should not be adversely affected by this project.

If there are any questions concerning these comments, you may call John S. Nichols at
(410) 226-5771 at our Oxford, Maryland. Habitat Office.

Sincerely.

//?;yficia A. Kurkul

5

" Regional Administrdtor
-




ce: George Ruddy. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Annapoiis Field Office
U.S. EPA. NEPA Review Program, Region 111
Andrew Derr. MD Department of Natural Resources, Critical Areas Commission
Roland Limpert. MD Department of Natural Resources. Environmental Review
HCD - Oxford, Sandy Hook
PRD - Mantzaris, Colligan

toches - 003
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April 5, 2001

Mr. Jeffrey A, McKee

Qperations Manager, Operations Division
Baltimore District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, Marylaad 21202-1715

Dear Mr. McKee:

Per phone conversations with MHT staff and the reports you forwarded to our
office for the proposed Tolchester Channel S-Turn straightening project of the
Baltimore Harbor & Channels Federal navigation project, this office contacted
the Philadelphia District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the firm of R..
Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc. Those offices provided additional
information on the project referenced below,

Tolchester Channel Straightening  MD20001018-0960

The information provided to our office indicates that all required archeology
has been performed for this project to continue. In our opinion, the
undertaking will have no effect on historic properties that are eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places. We would like to request, however, that
if archeological material @.e. ceramics,, glass, metal, projectile points, pot
shards, and/or wood such as beams, frames, keels, planks, etc.) be uncovered

in'the course of this undertaking that this office be notified and our staff be
given an opportunity to visit the site to evaluate the material.

Your cooperation and assistance is appreciated. If you have any questions or
require further information, please contact Dr, Susan Langley (410) 514-7662
or Mr. Stephen Bilicki (410) 514-7668

Singe
/

Dr Susan B%ngleﬁ\
State Underwater Archeologist
2000003743. 3834
cc;  Mr. Robert Rosenbush (Md. Clearinghouse)
Mr. Rick Ayella (MDE)
Dr: John Seidel
Ms. Elizabeth J. Cole
Mr. Stephcn Bilicki



